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PREFACE 
As a teacher then an administrator for eleven years in 
New Haven's inner-city urban schools, the writer was in fre¬ 
quent conflict with the practice of systematic exclusion of 
parents and community citizens from participation in the 
educational decision-making process as it related to pro¬ 
viding quality education for all inner-city children. The 
academic, professional, and personal experiences the writer 
has had during the past two years in the School of Education 
at the University of Massachusetts have encouraged him to 
seek a resolution of that conflict between the community 
and its educators. Formerly as a teacher the writer was 
somewhat unaware of the benefits of such cooperative planning. 
Today the writer is aware of the intricate and often subtle 
ways in which urban schools, employing teachers and adminis¬ 
trators as agents, act to fulfill prophecies of academic 
failure for inner-city poor and minority children. If the 
quality of the education and the experiences planned for the 
youth in schools are the primary determinants of the educa¬ 
tional success or failure of students and this writer is 
convinced that they are-those in power should cooperate with 
the community in making decisions about education which will 
v 
create an optimum learning environment. Awareness by the 
school staff of the value of participatory decisions is the 
initial step in the dual process of exposing and eliminating 
institutional injustices and of generalizing and replicating 
institutional success in all urban public schools in New 
Haven. 
The essential purpose of this study is to assess the 
level of parent participation in the eductional decision¬ 
making process in three selected New Haven Middle Schools 
and to answer the following questions: (1) Were parents 
encouraged by the schools to participate in the educational 
decision-making process? (2) What was the level of parent 
participation in the educational decision-making process of 
Urban Middle Schools? (3) Do parents want to participate 
in the educational decision-making process of the schools? 
and (4) Is there evidence that parents can make a difference 
in the quality of education provided for urban city children 
through their participation? 
It is hoped that this study's assessment of parent 
participation in educational decision-making will suggest 
some effective approaches for improving urban educational 
opportunities in New Haven. 
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ABSTRACT 
An Assessment of Parent Participation in the 
Educational Decision-Making Process in 
Urban Middle Schools in New Haven, 
Connecticut 
(September 198 2) 
Hayward Louis Thaxton, Jr., B.S., 
South Carolina State College 
M.Ed., South Carolina State College 
Certificate of Advanced Study, Fairfield University 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Dr. Harvey B. Scribner 
The major purpose of this study was to assess the 
level of parent participation in the educational decision¬ 
making process in Urban Middle Schools and to answer the 
following questions: (1) Were parents encouraged by the 
schools to participate in the educational decision-making 
process? (2) What was the level of parent participation 
in the educational decision-making process in Urban Middle 
Schools? (3) Do parents want to participate in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process of the schools? and (4) Is 
there evidence that parents can make a difference in the 
quality of education provided for urban city children 
IX 
through their participation? 
Questionnaires and the structured interview surveys 
were developed by the author in New Haven and at the Univer¬ 
sity of Massachusetts. The final questions for the testing 
instruments used in this study were based on a critical 
analysis of the original questions for content validity by 
two educational researchers. 
The questionnaires were sent to two groups: parents 
and teachers. Structured interviews were held with the 
principals, superintendents, and members of the Board of 
Education. There were 417 middle school parent respondents, 
102 middle school teacher respondents, 3 principal respon¬ 
dents, 2 superintendent respondents, and 8 members of the 
Board of Education respondents. 
Significant findings of the study were: 
1. There was a positive relationship between the level 
of parent participation and student achievement (as measured 
by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills). There was a low level 
of parent participation at all three schools, 01, 02, and 
03, (20 percent, 23 percent, and 24 percent respectively), 
and a correspondingly low student achievement level (students 
as a group failed to score at grade level on either reading 
or math at any of the schools). 
2. The expressed willingness of parents to partici¬ 
pate in school affairs, vis-a-vis attending meetings, 
x 
differed with their actual attendance at such meetings. A 
majority of the parents (combined average of 59 percent) at 
all schools involved indicated that the time of the meetings 
precluded their attendance at school meetings. 
3. Perhaps the major finding of the study was a dis¬ 
crepancy in the statements of parents when compared with 
those of teachers and principals regarding parent partici¬ 
pation in the educational decision-making process of the 
schools. Parents indicated they were not involved in the 
educational decision-making process in such critical areas 
as curriculum, budget, evaluation, personnel, student dis¬ 
cipline, and educational goals and priorities. Conversely, 
principals indicated that parents were involved in the 
educational decision-making in the foregoing areas. 
Teachers said parents should be involved in decision-making 
in these areas. 
xi 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Many attempts have been made to document the failure 
of urban schools to provide adequate education for many of 
the children of poor and minority families. While most 
writers deal with the present failure of the schools to edu¬ 
cate all children, a few writers have placed this topic in 
historical perspective. For example, Featherstone writes 
that America has historically failed to educate large num¬ 
bers of urban poor and minority children. He stated: 
The failure of schools to educate the urban poor 
is not new. Nor is our sense of social crisis 
new. Both were woven into the fabric of our city 
schools in the nineteenth century.^ 
Featherstone also provides some insight regarding the 
origins of centralized educational bureaucracies during the 
nineteenth century: 
School wars in the nineteenth century created edu¬ 
cation arenas in which the hopes of the immigrant 
newcomers and fears of the natives clased. Some¬ 
times Yankee elites and reformers won the school 
wars. The centralized big city school systems 
whose rigidities plague us today are one such 
victory. Sometimes the immigrants and outsiders 
■^Joseph Featherstone as quoted in Don Davies (editor) , 
Schools Where Parents Make a Difference (Boston: The Insti¬ 
tute for Responsive Education, 1976) , p. H* 
1 
2 
won, establishing ward and local neighborhood 
systems, for example, or by seizing City Hall 
and the machinery of educational government. 
Schools were an important part of the mechanism 
by which America's outsiders fought, and gained 
a relatively more inclusive culture.^ 
One writer who feels that contemporary schools are 
failing to educate many poor and minority students, and who 
warns of the consequence of such failure, is Kenneth Clark. 
He articulates his position in the following statement: 
Urban public school systems . . . have produced 
hundreds of thousands of functional illiterates 
who are unable to compete with educationally more 
privileged youth on a single competitive standard, 
academically or vocationally. This persistent 
educational default has become a major dilemna for 
industry at all levels of government. It appears 
to be a critical factor in the volatility, the 
disruption and the pervasive pathology in our 
cities. One can no longer view it in isolation 
as an educational problem or as an exclusively 
minority group problem, nor dismiss it as just 
another civil rights crisis.-^ 
4 5 Other writers (Ryan; Green, Hopman and Morgan; 
r 7 p 
Passow; Tyack; and Woodbury ) have also expressed the view 
3Ibid., p. 12. 
3Kenneth Clark, A Possible Reality (New York: Metropol¬ 
itan Applied Research Center, Inc., 1972), p. 5. 
4William Ryan, Blaming the Victim (New York: Vintage 
Books, 1971), p. 12. 
5R. L. Green, L. J. Hopman, and R. F. Morgan, "Some 
Effects of Deprivation on Intelligence, Achievement, and Cog¬ 
nitive Growth," Journal of Negro Education, 36 (Winter 1967)rp.8. 
6A. Harry Passow, Urban Education in the 1970s (New 
York: Teachers College Press, 1971), p. 2. 
7David B. Tyack, The One Best System (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 1974), p. 296. 
8Robert Woodbury, et al.. Urban Education: The Hope 
Factor (Philadelphia, W. B. Saunders Company, 1972) P-1^* 
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that public schools have failed to educate a disproportion¬ 
ately large percentage of poor and minority students. Some 
of these authors have attempted to indicate the cause of 
failure in urban schools. Woodbury, for instance states 
that: 
Urban schooling is failing; the failure is felt 
in the deeper failure of the society to over¬ 
come discrimination and racism; and the indi¬ 
vidual and the social cost of bad schooling are 
enormously high.9 
While Woodbury feels that the system in general is the 
major cause of public schools' failure to educate many poor 
and minority children, Clark places the blame on the teachers. 
He states: 
... in the light of available evidence the con¬ 
trolling factor which determines the academic 
performance of pupils and which establishes the 
level of educational proficiency in the overall 
quality of the schools is the competence of the 
teachers and their attitude of acceptance or 
rejection of their students.10 
Hicks reported that Clark also said that "they [teachers] 
do not give a damn about our children . . . They do not iden¬ 
tify with [pupils]. They see them as adversaries at best 
and as criminals at worst, and the children respond in kind." 
The failure of urban schools to provide quality educa- 
Ibid•, p. 9. 
)Kenneth B. Clark, Dark Ghetto (New York: Harper and 
Row, 1965), p. 147. 
10! 
' 
11, --^ancy Hicks, "Public Education: ”hat';? ^ppening to 
the Children?" Black Enterprise, September 1978, p. 11. 
4 
tion is perhaps best summarized by Passow in his comments 
on the nation s commitment to urban education during the past 
decade. Passow offered the following gloomy picture of 
public urban education when he said: 
. . . having spent billions of dollars on compensa¬ 
tory education, initiated thousands of projects 
. . . completed hundreds of studies . . . entered 
numerous judicial decisions and rulings and gen¬ 
erated whole new agencies and educational insti¬ 
tutions, the nation's urban schools continue to 
operate in a vortex of segregation, alienation, 
and declining academic achievement.-*-^ 
Not all authors and educators share the view that 
various aspects of the public school system are responsible 
for many poor and minority children not being educated pro¬ 
perly. In contrast to the writers cited here, for example, 
William O'Connor, Chairman of the School Committee in Boston, 
is apparently "blaming the victim" when he states: "We do 
not have inferior schools; we have been getting an inferior 
13 
type of student." 
The fact is that the public schools have historically 
failed to educate large numbers of poor and minority school 
children. Many of the reasons for this failure have been 
presented in this introduction. However, the problem of 
correcting this failure remains, despite suggestions by 
educators and other proponents of education. One such 
12 Passow, op. cit. , P- 1. 
13 
Boston, 
cation 
William O'Connor, Chairman of the School Committee, 
Massachusetts. Statement cited at a Board of Edu 
Meeting, 1964. (Additional information unavailable) 
5 
educator is Dr. Edward Barnes, a psychologist at the 
University of Pittsburgh and a consultant to parent groups 
in Follow Througn programs, who advocate greater parental 
involvement in educational decision-making. Barnes states 
that: 
• • • as the children from Follow Through programs 
with active parent participation move into higher 
grades (fourth, fifth, and sixth), evidence will 
reflect a positive stimulus to student achievement.14 
In essence, Barnes believes that a factor significantly 
responsible for student achievement is the social influence 
of the parents on the teachers—the parent's presence, 
interest and involvement communicates to the teachers a sense 
of the importance of their work. 
People involved in a comprehensive study of education 
in London, England, known as the Plowden Study, also con¬ 
cluded that active and extensive parental involvement in the 
schools has a positive impact on the educational achievement 
of the students. Realizing the significance of parent 
involvement in the schools in raising the level of student 
achievement, the study concluded with a recommendation: 
... to stimulate parent involvement and cooper¬ 
ation in regard to their children's academic 
14Edward Barnes, cited by Kenneth Clark, A Possible 
Reality (New York: Metropolitan Applied Research Center, 
Inc., 1972), pp. 143-144. 
6 
. 1 S 
achievement. 
While this introduction has provided various view¬ 
points regarding the causes of low academic achievement of 
poor and minority children in urban public schools, this 
writer does not intend to engage in that debate. Rather, 
this study will assume the validity of the Plowden conclu¬ 
sion that parents1 attitudes toward the schools are signi¬ 
ficantly correlated with student achievement. The study will 
assess the level of existing parent participation in the 
educational decision-making process in three middle schools 
in New Haven, Connecticut. 
Davies (1976) states that much of the literature on 
parent participation indicates positive results. He says 
that in most situations, success in involving parents in the 
educational decision-making process was based on the degree 
of sincerity and devotion of the principal and teachers in 
their efforts to include parents in making school policy. 
In the introduction to his book, Schools Where Parents 
Make a Difference, Davies, an ardent proponent of parent 
participation in educational decision-making, states that: 
. . . parents, working with school people, can 
make a difference. Democratic participation is 
an important part of American life and can help 
to improve schools. Democracy means more than 
voting and consuming services; it also means 
"^Central Advisory Council on Education, "Children and 
Their Primary Schools": Volume I, The Report; Volume II, 
Research and Surveys (London: H.M.O.S., 1967). 
7 
Participating and decision-making.^ 
Relatively little of the literature on parent partici¬ 
pation addresses the involvement of poor and minority parents. 
One thorough investigation that does include participation of 
poor and minority parents, however, is a study by Comer (1966), 
the Baldwin-King School Program, a collaboration between the 
Yale Child Study Center and two inner-city, mostly Black, 
sections of New Haven. 
A second program, and perhaps the most widely recog¬ 
nized, is the Title I ESEA (Elementary and Secondary Educa¬ 
tion Act) Head Start Program. The Head Start Program is 
federally funded; federal guidelines mandate that parent 
participation has been a major component of the Head Start 
Program from the beginning and continues to be an important 
part of the program. 
The literature relating to sincere school-community 
relationships clearly indicates that parents can make a 
difference in schools. Davies states that: 
Schools need a change, the change that only school- 
community alliances can bring. Evidence that 
democratic participation works comes at a strategic 
time—a time when Americans are wavering between 
activism and apathy, between cynicism and hope. 
"^Don Davies, Schools Where Parents Make a Difference. 
(Boston, Mass.: Institute of Responsive Education, 1976), p. 8. 
The literature on community schools is not all positive however. 
For some qualification on the incidence of parent participation 
in community schools in Worcester, Massachusetts see unpublished 
dissertation of Charles Burack, "An Assessment of the Influence 
of Community Schools on the Attitudes and Involvement of Urban 
Parents." 
17 Ibid., p. 2. 
8 
Statement of the Problem and Purpose of Study 
The reasons for the failure of most urban schools to 
provide quality education for many poor and minority children 
are seldom discussed by educators. This investigator sup¬ 
ports the theory espoused by some writers, (Clark;18 
19 20 21 
Barnes; Comer; and Davies ), who believe that parents' 
presence, interest and involvement communicates a need for 
greater accountability on the school's part. This study is 
planned to assess the extent of parent participation in the 
educational decision-making process in selected urban middle 
schools and will attempt to answer the following questions: 
(1) Are parents encouraged by the schools to partici¬ 
pate in the educational decision-making process? (2) What 
is the level of parent participation in the educational 
decision-making process of urban middle schools? (3) Do 
parents want to participate in the educational decision¬ 
making process of the schools? and (4) Is there evidence that 
parents can make a difference in the quality of education 
provided for urban city children through their participation? 
Hypothesis. There will be a positive relationship 
between parent participation and student academic achieve¬ 
ment as measured by the ITBS (Iowa Test of Basic Skills). 
18 Clark, loc. cit., pp. 142-144 
19 Barnes, loc. cit., pp. 143-144. 
20 
James Comer and Carol M. SchraftHin^ic{ja^^inafield (Editor) , Parent Education Intervention Handbook (Spnngfie , 
Illinois: Charles Johnson Pub., 1980), pp. 334-3 . 
21 Davies, loc. cit., pp. 7-9. 
9 
Significance of the Study 
The significance of this study is inherent in the 
potential usefulness of the data compiled from the question¬ 
naires and the interviews of members of the Board of Educa¬ 
tion, superintendents, principals, teachers, and parents. 
Potential uses include: (1) Facilitating greater encourage¬ 
ment of parent participation in educational decision-making 
by schools; (2) Improving the quality of parent participation 
in the educational decision-making process of urban middle 
schools; (3) Including parents in the educational decision¬ 
making process of the urban middle schools in New Haven; 
(4) Convincing parents to participate in the educational 
decision-making process of the school; and (5) Demonstrating 
the fact that parents can make a difference in helping to pro¬ 
vide quality education for children through their participation. 
This is potentially beneficial to school administrators, 
teachers, and parents by providing objective data vis-a-vis 
the present degree of parent participation in selected middle 
schools in New Haven: Betsy Ross, Jackie Robinson, and Roberto 
Clemente. The investigator believes the significance of the 
study will be realized if personnel in the schools act to in¬ 
crease parent participation in the schools. 
Limitations of the Study 
The possibility for respondents to make untrue state¬ 
ments or misconstrue statements in the questionnaires and 
interview questions is a possible limitation of the study. 
10 
Another possible limitation is the fact that all schools had 
relatively low parent involvement in the educational decision¬ 
making process of the schools; no schools with a high level 
of parent participation were selected for the study, there¬ 
fore comparisons of schools with both high and low levels of 
parent participation were not possible. The fact that only 
middle schools were used for this study is another possible 
limitation. Also differences in participation was so slight 
that no statistically valid comparisons can be made is another 
possible limitation. 
Outline of Chapters 
The following is a brief description of each of the 
subsequent chapters in the study; 
Chapter Two provides the background of parent partici¬ 
pation in schools, including a review of the literature. It 
also contains three case studies of successful instances of 
schools which claim to have effective parent and citizen par¬ 
ticipation, and concludes with selected schools with common 
factors of effective parent participation. 
Chapter Three contains a description of the research 
procedures, including sources of data, instrumentation, and 
methods of data analysis. Second, Chapter Three reports the 
structure, response and scoring from the specific item con¬ 
tent of each study item that comprised each population in 
this study. 
Chapter Four presents the analysis of the data gathered 
11 
through responses to questions from five studies: principals, 
teachers, parents, superintendents and Board of Education 
members. 
Chapter Four surveys the opinions of two superinten¬ 
dents about parent participation in educational decision¬ 
making. The examination attempts to identify some observ¬ 
able results for the support of parent participation in 
educational decision-making. 
Chapter Four includes an analysis of a survey of opin¬ 
ions from members of the Board of Education about parent 
participation in educational decision-making in public 
schools in New Haven, Connecticut. The analysis seeks to 
establish the need for more practical and visible support 
from board of education members for effective parent parti¬ 
cipation in educational decision-making. 
Chapter Four will record and compare the test scores 
for reading and math for the three participating schools 
(Betsy Ross, Roberto Clemente and Jackie Robinson). The 
investigator will make a comparison of the test scores among 
the schools in an effort to show that in schools where the 
percentage of parent participation is greater, test scores 
will be higher and where the percentage of participation is 
lower, test scores will be lower, as determined by the Iowa 
Test of Basic Skills. 
The purpose of this analysis is to demonstrate that 
parent participation contributes to higher academic achieve- 
12 
rnent. Data for the analysis will be secured from: parents, 
teachers, principals. Board of Education, and superintendents, 
and will be analyzed separately, by the chi square test of 
"equal chance" and the descriptive statistics methods. Some 
items in each survey will be analyzed together, other singly. 
All items will be categorized as either attitude or action. 
Where single items are of attitude or action category, these 
items will be analyzed singularly; items of the same category 
will be analyzed together, for the most part, by the chi 
square method (See Tables in Chapter IV, pages 66-139). 
Finally, the questions will be validated by data 
gathered from each of the five studies. 
Chapter Five summarizes the study and discusses its 
usefulness for improving the learning process, relationships 
and the quality of education in urban public schools in New 
Haven, Connecticut. 
Definition of Terms 
The following are definitions of terms used in this 
study: 
1. Parent Participation. Throughout the study, 
parent participation is defined as parents 
and community citizens sharing with educators 
the educational decision-making in the school. 
Shared educational decision-making pertains 
specifically to the areas of school budget, 
personnel (hiring of staff), staff evaluation 
(teachers, principals, etc.), school curricu¬ 
lum, school educational programs, school 
student discipline and school goals and 
priorities. 
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Quality Education. Refers to the achievement 
levels as registered on the Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills of students. 
Procedure for the Development 
and Analysis of Data 
The data in this study will be gathered and analyzed 
according to the following procedure: 
Sources of data. The principle sources of data for this 
study will be selected middle schools in New Haven, Connecti¬ 
cut. The schools will be selected because: (1) Principals 
support the researcher's study and; (2) Schools will repre¬ 
sent a cross geographical section. Data will be secured 
from five different groups of subjects: principals, teachers, 
parents, superintendents, and members of the Board of Educa¬ 
tion . 
Instrumentation. Instruments used to collect data for this 
study will include questionnaires and interview schedules. 
The writer will conduct interviews with principals, superin¬ 
tendents and members of the Board of Education. Question¬ 
naires will be used to secure information from teachers and 
parents. 
Methods of data analysis. Data will be analyzed by chi 
square and by calculation of percentage as appropriate. Data 
requiring responses of a "Yes" or "No" variety will be 
analyzed by the chi square test of "equal chance" probability. 
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This statistical analysis will be used allowing for analysis 
of a small population and data presented in categories. 
Questions allowing for three or more alternative answers will 
be analyzed by percentages. Statistical significance for all 
data was set at the .05 level. 
Specific comments regarding analysis of data for 
respective populations are presented under each section 
related to the appropriate population. 
CHAPTER II 
BACKGROUND OF PARENT PARTICIPATION: 
A HISTORICAL REVIEW 
Introduction 
This chapter is divided into two parts. Part one re¬ 
views the literature as it relates to: (1) background of 
parent participation, and (2) patterns of citizen participa¬ 
tion in public schools. 
Part two of Chapter II provides (1) viewpoints of citi¬ 
zen participation in public education, (2) citizen partici¬ 
pation in decision-making in urban schools: a review of 
research, and (3) a summary of three case studies of schools 
that have demonstrated what they determined to be successful 
efforts by parents and community citizens to improve educa¬ 
tion through sincere cooperation between school and community. 
Background of Parent Participation 
According to Bloomberg: 
The public school in the United States is consi¬ 
dered a local institution par excellence in an 
age when what happens in most communities has 
been increasingly dictated by vertical linkage 
with extra community institutional systems, 
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both private and public.22 
In the early days of public education, the community 
rarely, if ever, participated in the educational decision¬ 
making process. The decision to exclude parent participation 
was not an unconscious one, but indeed was very deliberate. 
On the subject of citizens exclusion from participation 
in significant issues regarding school policies, Cremin 
stated: 
The early history of public school reveals the 
existence of a number of conditions which promo¬ 
ted limited rather than widespread community 
participation, as distinguished from public 
interest, in the operation of the schools.^3 
During the latter part of the eighteenth century reli¬ 
gious (ministers) and political (selectmen) people were 
responsible for employing teachers and inspecting the 
schools; there was little tendency to promote the involve¬ 
ment or participation of the townspeople in the educational 
affairs of the school. This was more evident when there were 
no elections and especially true in regard to school affairs 
such as: personnel, curriculum and instruction. However, 
during the early part of the nineteenth century the district 
school committees were given increased control over educa- 
22Warner, R. Bloomberg, Jr., et al., Suburban Power 
Structures and Public Education: A Study of Values, Influence, 
and Tax Efforts (Syracuse: New York: Syracuse Press, 1971), 
p. 341. 
23Lawrence A. Cremin, The American Common School: Ag. 
Historic Conception (New York: Bureau of Publication, 1951), 
p. 336. 
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tional matters, their primary function was to provide for 
public support of education. State level government main¬ 
tained curriculum and teacher training standards among the 
school districts. (Cremin, 1951). 
By the mid 30s and the early 40s state and district 
level education associations were developed for school 
masters, principals, and teachers. A prototype for school 
politics and decision-making began to emerge on a local 
level. Educators gained new authority in hiring, firing and 
establishing school policies. This kind of control repre¬ 
sented a pattern that also emphasized the participation of 
the general public at the time of elections—especially when 
major controversies arose over strongly felt issues such as; 
local authority or tax-supported (financial) aid to church- 
related schools--however, district residents and parents were 
noticeable and largely excluded between elections (Cremin, 
1961). 
After the Civil War the increased growth of towns and 
cities made the overcrowded school systems ideal objects for 
the patronage politics of the time. The general public's 
attention was gained occasionally by muckraking exposes and 
reform movements (Cremin, 1961). 
The exclusion of parents and community citizens is well 
documented from early public education. Only the time and 
the people have changed. Developments continued to promote 
the exclusion of the general citizenry from direct involve- 
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ment in school affairs until after World War II (Cremin, 1961; 
Knight, 1952) . Contemporary observers reported, "parents 
and citizens themselves are most frequently found to possess 
a neutral role ... if not a role of complete ignorance" 
(Mort and Cornell, 1941). The lack of direct involvement in 
school affairs by all but a few politically and economically 
influential laypeople did not mean that administrators and 
teachers pursued a wholly autonomous course of action (Lynd 
and Lynd, 1929). As early as the 1930s professionalization 
of public education had spread to small midwestern cities. 
Nevertheless, teachers and administrators were still fearful 
of anything challenging conventional community values in such 
sensitive areas as religion, patriotism, and sexual morality. 
However, gradual changes in curriculum and school organiza¬ 
tion were taking place. Teachers and administrators elicited 
some warnings against fads with pointed reminders that 
taxes paid the education salaries (Lynd and Lynd, 1937). 
During much of the 1940s and early 1950s there were 
visible signs of citizen intervention in school affairs which 
concerned board elections and tax or bond referenda. This 
kind of participation more often than not brought about adver¬ 
sarial relationships between parents and professionals 
(Bloomberg, 1968). 
A so-called "taxpayers' revolt" began in the 1940s and 
continued through the 1960s. Latent discontent surfaced and 
intensified on a school issue (Bloomberg and Kincaid, 1968). 
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Bloomberg, et al., states that: 
. . . the development of an active protest move¬ 
ment requires some sort of catalytic leadership. 
A major function of this kind of leadership is 
to provide symbolic justification for ordinary 
citizen's participating in the decision-making 
process. 
Leadership needed for active protest movements seldom, 
if ever, arises from among the activist cadres within 
mothers' clubs, booster groups and parent teacher associations. 
The existence of such organizations seems to have little 
effect on whether hostile forms of participation to estab¬ 
lished policies of school professionals actually develop 
(National Congress of Parents and Teachers, 1946). 
Organized special interest groups, i.e., taxpayers, 
religious organizations, and certain professions, have 
exerted influence for and against particular policies and 
practices related to their main concerns. The broad middle 
class has been able to assume its values and interests are 
shared and served by most teachers and administrators; while 
at the same time the poor and minorities, who are poorly 
organized, have had no effective voice in school decision¬ 
making (Dahl, 1961; Bloomberg, et al., 1965). 
Direct citizen participation in school decision-making, 
apart from elections and referenda, is limited to a handful 
of the total adult population—a few hundred in a city of 
several hundred thousand, a few dozen at most in the ordinary 
24 Bloomberg, loc. cit., p. 337. 
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suburb (Dahl, 1961; Bloomberg, et al., 1965). 
The voting population in general tends to be both 
uninvolved and uninformed concerning educational decisions. 
This tendency appears to be more characteristic of the lower 
class than of middle and upper class citizens. A significant 
number of minorities believe they could not have much impact 
on school policies even if they had so desired (Carter, 1960). 
Historically, Blacks have not had the same impact on 
school change as have their more privileged counterpart the 
White middle class citizens, with the possible exception of 
participants of Head Start Programs. 
Patterns of Citizen Participation 
in Public Schools 
Fantini reports that: "There exist several kinds of 
participation in public schools across the country. They 
may differ in name, all but a few fall under the general 
25 
rubric of 'community participation.'" 
Mario Fantini (Dean of the School of Education, Univer¬ 
sity of Massachusetts, Amherst, 1978) succinctly describes 
several patterns of participation; the following is a brief 
description of each pattern and Fantini's observation 
regarding each: (a) Participation for Public Relations, 
(b) Participation for Community Services; (c) Participation 
25Mario Fantini, "Community Participation: Present and 
Future Patterns." New England Teacher Corp. Exchange, Vol. 1, 
No. 2, January 1978, p. 1. 
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for Crisis Resolution; (d) Participation for Accountability 
and School Governance; (e) Participation through Consumer 
Lobbies for Education; and (f) Participation for Clarifying 
Educational Rights Under Law: Consumer as Plaintiff. 
(a) Participation for public relations. According to Fantini, 
within this framework schools view parents and other community 
citizens as "clients," and participation in school affairs 
as a privilege rather than a right. Controlled participation 
is advocated by the schools to keep a favorable image face- 
to-face with their clients (Fantini, 1978). 
He further maintains participation for public rela¬ 
tions, is a form of community participation which involves 
parents, other community residents, and agencies in the 
direct policies of the school. School volunteers and para- 
professionals; from business, industry, cultural, and civic 
programs are examples where participants assume the role of 
"producers." Fantini contends that their participation 
efforts are directed toward increasing the base of instruc¬ 
tional talent within the school by tapping community 
resources. 
(b) Participation for community services. Fantini continues. 
With the development of "community schools," came an 
additional pattern for increasing community involvement in 
the schools. In the simplest form, community schools offer 
the community a range of services after school, in the 
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evenings and on weekends. The participants would be both 
clients and consumers. Many urban school programs that 
began by focusing on the "disadvantaged child" have gradually 
expanded the normal programs into the afternoon and evening, 
^^ograms for children after school now extend into evening 
programs for parents. Drama clubs, child care training, 
literacy classes, courses in basic skills, and vocational 
skills in parlimentary procedure, and similar projects are 
typical offerings. (The writer adds that programs of this 
nature have been a part of the New Haven School System since 
the early 70s). 
Fantini believes the "community school" concept will be 
expanded to every day, (this idea has been adopted by many 
urban school systems), from early morning until late evening, 
with weekday programs offered for every age. 
(c) Participation for crisis resolution. Another mutation 
of community participation occurs when the school or school 
system faces a major problem. Some familiar problems are: 
"double sessions," "racial conflicts," "school busing plans," 
program cutbacks in interscholastic athletics, or strikes 
which trigger substantial community concern. Fantini con¬ 
tinues : usually school auditoria are filled to capacity when 
these aforementioned issues are discussed with parents who 
have strong feelings about the problems. Such participation 
is aimed at the immediate resolution of a crisis. At these 
times, the strong showing of community participants continues, 
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often in a hectic manner, until something is done about the 
discontent (Design for Change, 1972). 
^ Participation for accountability and school governance. 
Fantini (1978) states that: "Public education in the United 
States was never meant to be a professional monopoly" and 
that, the concept of local lay control of education is at 
the heart of the American public school system." Laypersons 
determine the goals of education and the policies calculated 
to achieve them, but delegate to professionals the responsi¬ 
bilities for implementing these policies. The participant 
becomes a "producer consumer" (Fantini, 1978). 
(e) Participation for community control. Fantini says that, 
this pattern shifts the bulk of decision-making authority to 
the laypersons and professionals (i.e., to local governing 
boards, individual school trusteeships, etc.). He extends 
that notion further by the following statement: "with indi¬ 
vidual or family control, the family actually has the right 
to a choice of schools—for example, through educational 
vouchers." 
(f) Participation through citizen consumer lobbies for 
education. Fantini contends that, consumer oriented agencies 
have been established in education at local and national 
levels. The National Committee for Citizens in Education 
aims to increase citizens' awareness and participation in 
The Institute for Responsive Education at education. 
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Boston University hopes to provide basic information for 
technical assistance that would promote citizen partici¬ 
pation in the schools. Fantini says that, at the neighborhood 
levels, parent-oriented consumer activities are taking place 
quietly. Fantini offers these: (1) The Bronx parents in 
New York City, and (2) the Wisconsin Coalition for Educational 
Reform in Milwaukee as examples of community agencies that 
have developed power to the parents as educational consumer. 
The final pattern of participation is the kind that 
Fantini (1978) sees as the most prevalent future cause of 
increased parent participation in the last of the seventies 
and through the middle of the eighties. This writer also 
sees the next pattern as a possible future pattern for 
increased citizen participation in public schools in the 
'80s and beyond. 
(g) Participation for clarifying educational rights under 
law: consumer as plaintiff. Fantini believes that, a form 
of participation which is gaining momentum involves "liti¬ 
gation." Fantini contends that, a series of lawsuits have 
sufaced that are aimed at clarifying the educational rights 
of educational learners. 
Fantini states that: 
. these various forms of community partici¬ 
pation represent a growing force for altering 
the form and shape of public education in 
America.26 
26 Ibid., p. 2. 
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In an interview with Jack Chassin, the supervisor of 
Community Programs in New Haven, the writer was informed that 
the Community Education concept in the City of New Haven is 
a nationally known phenomenon which began with the adoption 
of the community school concept in 1961. According to Chasin, 
the philosophy of the community school has two basic aspects: 
the involvement and participation of residents of each 
community; and the total unification of the education pro¬ 
gram for citizens of all ages. The philosophy of the 
community school does not include nor does it advocate com¬ 
munity participation in the educational activities of the 
regular school day: 8:30 a.m. to 2:45 p.m. 
Chasin conveyed to the researcher that the concept of 
the community school in New Haven has enhanced the notion 
that school is a multi-functional center dedicated to 
serving the neighborhood operating cooperatively with all 
agencies serving the community. 
The writer was further informed by Chasin, that "New 
Haven does not follow the Mott model (refer to Community 
Education Journal, Vol. 11, November 1972, No. 5) for com¬ 
munity schools. Instead New Haven follows a model conceived 
by Isadore Wexler, former employee of the New Haven School 
System, who in 1952 was principal of Winchester School, which 
was the first community school in Connecticut, and perhaps 
in New England." The Wexler model has a humanistic approach 
to the school-community concept. (Wexler remained active in 
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the New Haven School System until his retirement in 1966.) 
Since 1962, in New Haven, a greater emphasis has been 
placed on community involvement and participation. This has 
tsken place through the institution of school—community 
councils, instituted in New Haven in 1971, with the Parent 
Teachers Association (PTA) support. Between 1969-1979 many 
more parents were included in the planning phases of programs. 
Minzey and Letharte state that, "... true democratic 
process if founded on representative government which decides 
issues on the basis of what is good for the community and 
that in order for it to function effectively, there must be 
27 input from all segments of the community." 
Viewpoints of Citizen Participation 
in Public Education 
In contemporary American public education, attention 
has been focused on those areas in which participation has 
become politicized and school officials and professional 
leaders and organizations have become adversaries (Bloomberg 
and Kincaid, 1968). 
There are varied viewpoints from proponents of parent 
participation in education decision-making. Bloomberg (1971) 
agrees, the issue of parent participation in educational 
decision-making during the latter part of the 1970s and 
27Jack D. Minzey and Clyde Letharte, Community Education^ 
From Program to Process (Midland, Michigan: Pendell Publish¬ 
ing Company, 1972), p. 61. 
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1980s would most likely become increasingly politicized and 
that adversarial patterns would emerge in urban areas with 
substantially Black subcommunities whose leaders see control 
of ghetto schools as a key issue. He further maintains the 
extent of the conflict would be determined largely by the 
amount of resistance to change on the part of the school 
decision-makers and professional organizations and their 
constituencies. 
Wilson stated: 
Where white majorities react negatively, schools 
are likely to be caught between outbursts of 
resentful participation on the model of the tax¬ 
payers' revolt already described and persistent 
agitation in Black school districts, where pro¬ 
test politics often seems the only way to 
increase the power of groups otherwise lacking 
in political resources.^ 
Fantini believes that: 
A form of participation which is gaining momentum 
involves litigation. Stimulated by the principle 
that quality education is a right and not a pri¬ 
vilege . 29 
Fantini further states: 
It appears that the community action participation 
strategies of the 1960s have run off their course; 
and that newer participation strategies aimed at 
school reform will emphasize legislative and legal 
action; and that community participation represents 
^James P. Wilson, Community School Relations:. Com 
munity Resources for Schools in Community Participation in 
the School System, edited by Warner R. Bloomberg, Jr.JThe 
Encyclopedia of Education: McMillan Company, Vol. 2, 1971, 
p. 340. 
Fantini, loc. cit., p. 2. 
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a growing force for altering the form and shape 
of public education in America.30 
Davies says that: 
. . . the case for democratic participation is 
clear. Schools need change, the change that 
only school-community alliances bring. Evi¬ 
dence that democratic participation works comes 
at a strategic time—a time when Americans are 
wavering between activism and apathy, between 
cynicism and hope.31 
Davies continues regarding the future of citizen parti¬ 
cipation: 
. . . the years ahead are almost certain to bring 
more parent and citizen participation in school 
affairs. The varieties of participation will 
increase along with quantity. The experience of 
the past decade can provide a base for future 
directions, if we look at characteristics of 
current practice in the light of problems and 
potential.32 
The literature presented in this chapter revealed 
evidence to indicate that some parents and community citizens 
have been denied the opportunity to participate effectively 
in educational decision-making. Traditionally poor and 
minorities have been excluded almost totally from this 
process. Tyack, commenting on a letter from John Miller to 
Oliver Applegate, in 1867, cited the lack of power of poor 
and minority students to affect educational matters: 
It should be noted that there were many rural 
schools where neither the teachers nor the 
communities they served had any real power 
30Ibid., p. 2. 
31 Davies, loc. cit., 
32Ibid., p. 158 
p. 9. 
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over education. Examples of such colonial, 
powerless institutions are schools on Indian 
reservations, or rural Black schools in the 
South, or schools attended by migration 
workers' children. Such dispossessed groups 
rarely had any voice even in that bastion 
of participatory democracy, the rural school 
district.33 
Within the educational system, advocates of increased 
citizen participation have for several years been encouraging 
the involvement of laymen in the planning process of local 
schools, thereby utilizing non-school personnel and com¬ 
munity resources in ways which give residents more say about 
34 35 
the content of that process (O'Dell; Olsen, et al.; 
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Bloomberg, et al.; Carter ). Bloomberg et al. stated: 
Public support of the schools depends heavily 
upon effective communication between school 
and community, which in turn is significantly 
affected by the extent and charter of com- 
munity participation in school affairs.00 
One of the most ardent proponents of the future of 
33Tyack, loc. cit., p. 296. 
34William R. Odell, "Public Action for Powerful Schools" 
By the Committee of 14, Sub-Committee of the Committee of Lay 
Understanding (New York: Teachers College, Bureau of Publi¬ 
cations, 1959), p. 341. 
35Edward G. Olsen, et al., School and Community, Second 
Edition, Edited by Edward G. Olsen (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, 1954), p. 342. 
36Bloomberg, loc. cit., p. 341. 
■^Richard f. Carter, "Voters and Their Schools: A Tech¬ 
nical Report" (Stanford: Stanford University, Institute for 
Communication Research, 1960), p. 341. 
33Bloomberg, loc. cit., p. 341. 
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shared educational responsibilities is Warren Bennis. 
Bennis, Vice President for Academic Development at the State 
University of New York at Buffalo, predicts that future 
school organization will change the emphasis: 
• • • from the individual level to cooperative 
group effort, from delegated authority to shared 
responsibility, from centralized to decentralized 
authority, from obedience to confidence, from 
antagonistic arbitration to problem solving.39 
It is the researcher's opinion that if effective parent 
and community citizens participation had been developed in 
the 1950s and 1960s, specifically in the low-income, poor and 
minority areas, we may not have had the pattern of apathy, 
cynicism, conflicts, confrontations and the multiplicity of 
ill-developed programs that we experienced in the '70s. 
Tyack, another ardent proponent of urban education, 
presents his prescription for future improvement of urban 
education in the following statement: 
Despite the efflorescence of proposals for alter¬ 
natives to public schooling, it seems likely that 
effective improvement of the education of the urban 
poor will occur within the public schools if, 
indeed, it is to come at all. With the waning of 
the reform impulses of the 1960s and the retreat 
of many part-time warriors on poverty, it has 
become apparent that the basic task of teaching 
the children of cities will still depend, as it 
has in the past, on those with full-time and long¬ 
term commitment, especially the teachers. Effective 
reform today will require reassessment of some 
cherished convictions about the possibility of 
finding a one best system, about the value of 
insulating the school from community influence, 
39Cited in A. Ford Haynes, Jr., and Arthur E. Garner, 
"Sharing Administrative Decision-Making." The Clearing House 
Vol. 51, No. 2, October 1977, p. 57. 
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about the irrelevance of ethnic differences.40 
More specifically, Tyack offers these observations as 
prerequisites for improved urban education: 
To succeed in improving the schooling of the dispos¬ 
sessed, educators are increasingly realizing that 
they need to share power over educational decision¬ 
making with representatives of urban communities 
they serve, that they need to find ways to teach 
that match the learning styles of the many ethnic 
groups, that they need to develop alternatives 
within the system and to correct the many 
dysfunctions of the vast bureaucracies created by 
the administrative profressives. Old reforms 
need to be reformed anew, for today many lack 
confidence in the familiar patterns of power and 
authority that developed at the turn of the 
century. Substantial segments of this society 
no longer believe in centralism as an effective 
response to human needs, no longer trust an 
enlightened paternalism of elites and experts, 
no longer accept the inevitability or justice 
of the distribution of power and wealth along 
existing class and racial lines. To create 
urban schools which really teach students, 
which reflect the pluralism of society, which 
serve the quest for social justice—this is 
a task which will take persistent imagination, 
wisdom, and will.4^ 
Citizen Participation in Decision-Making 
in Urban Schools: A Review of Research 
There is a lack of research on the subject of parent 
participation in educational decision-making in urban schools 
in America. However, available research signifies factors 
which preclude effective citizens' participation in decision¬ 
making in urban school settings. 
40Tyack, loc. cit., p. 290. 
41Ibid., p. 291. 
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The significance of factors precluding effective 
citizen participation in educational decision-making in urban 
schools was cited in a study by Barbara Whitaker.This 
literature reveals there exists an agreement of the impor¬ 
tance of citizen participation in educational decision¬ 
making. However, the study also reveals there is widespread 
disagreement among administrators, teachers, school boards, 
and citizens on specific areas of parent involvement. The 
study further reveals that while there is general agreement 
for citizen participation in educational decision-making 
there is no structure for involving citizens in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process. 
The Whitaker study also points out that parents per¬ 
ceive no active role in the decision-making process in 
elementary and high schools. However, parents of middle 
school students feel they have an active role in school 
affairs. 
According to the Whitaker study, citizens have little 
influence in specific areas (e.g., evaluating school prin¬ 
cipals, deciding curriculum, and so on) of school policies. 
Conversely administrators saw parents as being influential 
in the decision-making process. The study also reveals that 
parents listed difficulty in obtaining information regarding 
42Barbara Whitaker, "Citizen Participation in Educa¬ 
tional Decision-Making In An Urban School District as 
Perceived by Parents and Administratives," Dissertation 
Abstracts, 3884-A, 1977. 
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school policies and issues as the major barrier to effective 
parent participation. Administrators, on the other hand, 
viewed community citizens' apathy as the prime factor pre¬ 
cluding quality and quantity of parents' participation in 
schools. 
The Whitaker study concludes: 
. . . school personnel must assume initiative for 
developing a working partnership between community 
and school.43 
The importance of community participation in the suc¬ 
cessful operation of public schools was underscored in a 
study by Moore, who concludes: 
Results of this study support the hypothesis 
that success, in model subsystems in the 
District of Columbia, is assured when com¬ 
munity participation is a significant part of 
the planning, policymaking and implementation 
process.44 
Three Case Studies of Schools With Reputed 
Effective Parent and Community 
Citizen Participation 
The three schools selected from the literature addressed 
here demonstrate, according to their reviewers, that parental 
involvement is a significant factor contributing to effective 
schools and higher student academic achievement. The schools 
43 Ibid. 
44Ettyce H. H. Moore, 
Relation to the Program and 
of the District of Columbia 
1976. 
"Community Participation in 
Structure of the Public Schools 
" Dissertation Abstracts, 4175-A 
selected are located in, (a) Louisville, Kentucky, (b) Los 
Angeles, California and, (c) New Haven, Connecticut. 
Case Study #1; 
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Learning in Louisville is a Two-Way Street.4"* The conclu¬ 
sions regarding this school (Roosevelt Elementary School) 
are those reported by the writer, Wallace Roberts. The 
experiment in Louisville Public Schools in the 1960s, which 
actively encouraged participation of parents in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process, revealed several necessary 
features. First, the Louisville Board of Education supported 
the idea of parent participation in the schools. Secondly, 
in 1968 the Board hired a chief school administrator with 
consonant views on the subject. The superintendent employed 
other administrators and teachers who shared his philosophy 
concerning the values of parent participation in the schools. 
He actively encouraged participation in school affairs. An 
example of his activism for parent participation was the 
appointment of the principal of Roosevelt Elementary School, 
Carr Foster. 
At the end of the sixties Wallace Roberts reports, the 
Louisville School System had the second highest dropout 
rate in the nation. The schools were evenly divided by 
racial make-up. (Of 50,000 children, fifty (50%) percent 
4^Summary of a Case Study written by Wallace Roberts 
which appeared in Don Davies (editor), Schools Where Parents 
Make a Difference (Boston: Institute for Responsive Educa 
tion, 1976), pp. 51-58. 
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were White and fifty (50%) percent Black students); thirty- 
four (34%) percent came from families with an annual income 
of $2,000 or less and seventy-one (71%) percent of the stu¬ 
dents scored below national achievement average.) 
After many conflicts regarding participation of mem- 
bsrs of the local community in the education decision— 
process in the Louisville schools, Wallace Roberts 
says that, positive changes are now evident (at the date of 
Roberts report). However, in about 1975 the Louisville Pub¬ 
lic Schools merged with the Jefferson County School System, 
as mandated by a federal judge for the purpose of integra¬ 
tion. The merger brought an end to parent control of the 
Roosevelt Schools. 
Active participation of Roosevelt parents, teachers, 
and students as well as administrators, brought about posi¬ 
tive and noticeable changes as reported by principal, Carr 
Foster. They include, Foster claims: fewer student disci¬ 
pline problems, improvement in achievement test scores, 
active parental support of the school system, and positive 
contact between staff and parents resulting in the acquisi¬ 
tion of several federal grants for the improvement of 
. . 46 
education. 
46In 1976 the Roosevelt School faced an uncertain 
future. This was the result of the merger of the Louisville 
schools with the Jefferson County School System. Under Ken¬ 
tucky State Law, the County School System was to control all 
educational matters. In 1976 the Jefferson County Board of 
Education adopted a policy in which PTAs were to be recog- 
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Case Study #2: 
School Community Advisory Councils: Los Angeles' Road Toward 
Citizen Involvement.47 
The first advisory councils in the schools of Los 
Angeles, California were organized in the 1970s. They were 
formed because parents and community citizens felt that the 
completely centralized administration was no longer meeting 
the needs of all the people served by the educational system. 
These advisory councils, according to Faris, were loosely 
organized and "... characteristically changeable, advocacy 
48 
groups. ..." Faris also pointed out that: "they were 
unlike the traditional PTA functioning in virtually every 
school in the city already, because their focus was on the 
educational program—its content, effectiveness, and the 
49 
competency of the staff carrying it out." 
In the summer of 1971 action was taken by the board of 
education to officially sanction advisory councils. By the 
following December, 89 percent of the schools had functioning 
councils. It was made clear by the board that the councils 
were to be advisory in nature. The term "advising" was 
nized as the only advisory group in the local schools. Con¬ 
sequently, the Roosevelt Community School, Inc., could no 
longer act in an advisory capacity. 
^Summary of a case study by Gerald Faris in Don Davies 
(editor), Schools Where Parents Make a Difference (Boston: 
Institute for Responsive Education, 1976), pp. 69-76. 
^Ibid. , p. 69. 
49 Ibid. 
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defined as: "(1) inquiring; (2) informing; (3) suggesting; 
(4) recommending; and (5) evaluating. "r,° 
To obtain information about the operation and effective¬ 
ness of the advisory councils after the first year of their 
existence, questionnaires were sent to a representative 
sample of people in the schools and the community. The 
school system evaluated 2,400 questionnaires which were 
returned by school principals, advisory council chairpersons, 
and randomly elected council members, including parents, 
teachers, a broad range of community people, secondary school 
students and non-teaching employees. Highlights of the 
evaluation report include the following: 
- Evening council meetings, on a once-a-month basis, 
were most typical. 
- Attendance was considerably less than the 25 or so 
the board recommended be on the council, with a 
range anywhere from 11 to the 25. 
- Except for members of the council, generally less 
than 10 community people or school personnel attended. 
- The majority felt councils wore representative of 
their school communities. 
- Parent and community involvement, however, was 
thought to be too low, and how to increase involve¬ 
ment was a first priority item. 
- A need was expressed for training programs to 
increase the expertise and effectiveness of council 
members and chairpeople. 
- Those who answered the survey questions indicated 
they felt most involved and most effective in 
identifying educational needs; they felt least 
50 Ibid., p. 70. 
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effective in participation in the evaluation of 
the schools and their academic effectiveness, 
and in making recommendations to the superinten¬ 
dent for improvement.51 
The existence of the advisory councils in a decen— 
t^^lized school structure was a step in the right direction, 
in the view of Faris. Advisory councils provided community 
input into school matters; however, they did not assure that 
the voice had to receive anything more than a hearing. This 
feeling that advisory councils lacked authority was the one 
point that turned off most community people. 
Despite feelings of powerlessness by some community 
people, unsympathetic principals, and internal politics, 
among other obstacles, some advisory councils proved extremely 
successful. The councils in Miramonte and Westwood elemen¬ 
tary schools are examples of the "successes" and they high¬ 
light areas of value in the advisory council concept. A 
brief description of each of these schools and their advisory 
councils is discussed next. 
Miramonte: The Poor Speak Out. Miramonte School, with 
an enrollment of 1,500 students, is one of the largest ele¬ 
mentary schools in the city of Los Angeles. The community 
known as Florence-Firestone is located in the city of Los 
Angeles. The community is a combination of industrial plants, 
a business district, and homes. It is a community that was 
once populated by whites, but is now predominantly Black. 
51 Ibid., pp 70-71. 
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There is a growing population of Mexican-American people. 
The most noticeable landmark in the community is the huge 
Goodyear rubber plant with its lawns, trees and large, red¬ 
brick buildings. 
The principal of Miramonte School, Dr. Stuart Bernstein, 
initiated the effort to organize the school community advisory 
council at the school. Concerning the primary interest of 
the council, Faris wrote: "From the start, the Miramonte 
council was interested in program and the methodology of 
teaching: how the curriculum was determined . . . , why the 
children . . . were failing their classes, and why they 
52 
couldn't read properly or do math." 
After considering several reading plans, the Miramonte 
Council finally selected the program they considered most 
appropriate for the school. While not particularly happy 
with the final choice of the reading program, the principal 
accepted it because the council had chosen it. Small upward 
fluctuations in reading were evident before the reading pro¬ 
gram was selected. Advances in reading have also been 
recorded by the district since the adoption of the new 
reading program. However, many scores remain low (reported 
by Gerald Faris). 
Faris notes some significant results from the work 
of the council. For example, the language and attitude of 
a teacher toward the children was an important concern of 
52 Ibid., pp. 72-73. 
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parents. As a result of several meetings with the council 
and the school principal the teacher was transferred. Other 
examples of the effectiveness of the council include its 
getting more ESL (English as a second language) classes, more 
aides to assist teachers, getting an additional Spanish class 
and petitioned successfully for a crossing guard for the 
school. 
The school principal, Dr. Stuart Bernstein, enjoyed a 
good relationship with the council. He believed that the 
council should be involved in the decision-making process of 
the school and sought to set this example at Miramonte Ele¬ 
mentary School, according to Faris. 
Dr. Berstein believed that by the council supporting 
him he would become more effective when he made requests at 
the central office. 
Westwood Elementary School; Mutual Admiration. Except 
for the success of their advisory councils, Westwood and 
Miramonte were quite dissimilar. Westwood is in a middle- 
class suburban neighborhood west of Los Angeles within easy 
distance of the UCLA campus. Its students are middle and 
upper middle class and the advisory council is a fairly 
sophisticated group in which a few people tend to hold posi¬ 
tions of leadership and perform most of the work. Other than 
those people with school age children, however, most of the 
community is indifferent to the school and its affairs. 
The success of the advisory council of Westwood Elemen- 
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tary School was reportedly due to the mutual understanding 
and respect which the council members and the principal, Mrs. 
Winifred Fischer, had for each other. The council extolled 
the virtues of the principal; Mrs. Fischer likewise praised 
the council, saying "I have a fantastic council." Initially 
the staff had reservations about the effectiveness of the 
council. They felt threatened by the prospect of persons 
whom they considered amateurs advising them on school matters. 
In time they accpeted the council and worked with it. 
The principal thought the council was creative, stimu¬ 
lating, and felt that it has allowed the school to accomplish 
things much faster than it would without such an advocacy 
group. In this regard Mrs. Fischer said, "It makes for 
faster changes. The district sees that the council is back- 
53 ing me and I am able to move twice as fast as before." 
Examples of programs whose implementations were expedited 
because of the backing of the council include: (1) a method 
of teaching science through a problem solving approach, 
(2) individualized instruction, and (3) the bussing of 
minority students to the school. 
Both writers, Roberts and Faris, report that Bernstein 
and Fischer, principals at Miramonte and Westwood Schools 
respectively, perceived involved community citizens can make 
a big difference in schools. Faris reported that school 
councils can work, with school professionals, community 
53 Ibid., p. 74. 
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citizens, and parents working cooperatively together. This 
underscores the investigator's belief that parents, community 
citizens and school professionals working together can make 
a difference in schools. 
Case Study #3. 
The Baldwin-King School Program, New Haven, Connecticut.54 
The Baldwin-King Yale Child Study Center experiment is dif¬ 
ferent in several important respects from the previous two 
case studies. One major difference is that the experiment 
did not receive significant commitment and support from the 
top administrators. Nevertheless academic and social suc¬ 
cess were reported to have abounded in the program. 
Both schools are located in the inner-city of New 
Haven, Connecticut and are predominantly Black. Some of the 
major problems that were unique to both schools are: poor 
student attendance, student discipline problems, significant 
parental apathy, and cynicism coupled with general discon¬ 
tent. 
Norcott and Koral report that: 
Prior to the Baldwin-King association with the Yale 
Child Study Center in 1968, both schools ranked 
in the lower 20% of all New Haven Elementary 
Schools on the Metropolitan Achievement Tests. 
^4Summary of a Case Study written by James Comer which 
appeared in Flemming L. Norcott, Jr., and Jacqueline Koral, 
Pinpointing The Crisis In Urban Education: A Community Looks 
at Itself (New Haven: Center for Advocacy, Research and 
Planning, Inc., 1977), pp. 60-69. 
55 Ibid., pp. 60-61. 
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In September of 1968 the Baldwin and King Schools 
embarked upon a five-year educational project with the Yale 
Child Study Center. The primary source of funds for the 
project was provided by the Ford Foundation. "The purpose 
of the project," according to Norcott and Koral, "... was 
to improve the quality of education offered to urban black 
children by providing for the social and psychological, as 
well as educational needs of students and teachers."56 
Another important aspect of the Baldwin-King program 
was the development of a school self-change model that in¬ 
cluded the collaborative work of parents and behavioral 
scientists. Developers of the program realized that if the 
program was to be a success the cultural and intellectual 
resources of parents must be utilized. 
Costello expressed the notion that this would: "create 
a climate of inter-personal relationships between the home 
and the school which would improve the social and academic 
57 
performance of children involved . . . 
With this notion in mind it was clear that creating 
and sustaining inter-personal relationships between the home 
and school was necessary in order to improve the academic and 
56 Ibid., p. 61. 
5^Flemming L. Norcott, Jr. and Jacqueline Koral, Pin_ 
pointing The Crisis in Urban Education: A Community Looks 
at Itself (New Haven: Center for Advocacy, Research and 
Planni'ngT Inc., 1977), quoting Joan Costello, ASumm|r|a^ 
Integration of Evaluation Studies Conducted in the Baldwin_ 
King School Program, p. 62. 
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social growth and development of students in the Baldwin and 
King Schools. 
Parents were given an opportunity to participate in the 
decision-making process of the Martin Luther King School. 
According to Norcott and Koral: "parents were invited to 
join in the governing process which allowed them to jointly 
assess priorities, define strategies, evaluate programs and 
5 8 
recommend changes ..." This kind of parent-school 
interaction has been indeed unprecedented, as far as the 
investigator is aware, in any inner-city public school in 
New Haven. It clearly gave parents and staff a feeling of 
"parallel purpose" which led to an atmosphere of truth and 
honesty between the school and community citizen. 
An incentive in the form of a stipend played an impor¬ 
tant part in sustaining parent and community participation 
in the program. Dr. James Comer, of the Yale Child Study 
Center, and Co-Director of the program, made this observa¬ 
tion : 
While the notion of volunteerism may be feasible 
in middle income settings, real financial need 
often limits the ability of poor parents to place 
daily work at the school as a top priority. Finan¬ 
cial recognition demonstrates an appreciation of 
both parent commitment and the worth of the parents 
to the school.59 
58 .. 
Ibid. 
~^James Comer quote cited in Flemming Norcott and 
Jacqueline Koral, Pinpointing The Crisis In Urban Education^ 
A Community Looks At Itself (New Haven: Center for Advocacy, 
Research and Planning, Inc., 1977), p. 63. 
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Comer believes that the active involvement of parents 
in a real sense was perhaps the most significant factor 
accounting for the success of the King-Yale study program. 
Parents served in various ways in the program: as cafeteria 
assistants, classroom assistants, and tutors, to name a few. 
Teachers felt comfortable with the parents and realized they 
were an asset and not a liability in the classroom. This 
interaction created a positive atmosphere both inside and 
outside of the classroom which had a positive impact upon 
the academic and social growth and development of the stu¬ 
dents at King School (as reported by Norcott and Koral). 
Teachers began to appreciate the presence of parents in the 
classroom as one of the most important factors in the school, 
not only for their contribution to improving students' aca¬ 
demic and social growth in the classroom, but also for their 
value in helping the teachers overcome the fear of being 
alone one to one as a teacher. Moreover, the isolation 
factor is minimized as a result of parents' presence in the 
classroom. 
Information from the experiment revealed positive 
academic results as measured by the Metropolitan Achievement 
Tests. 
Norcot and Koral report that: 
The . . . findings to come out of the King experi¬ 
ment were the . . . results of the city-wide Metro¬ 
politan Achievement Tests. Test results of King 
students ... were compared with the other 18 
Title I schools in the city. King students in each 
grade tested significantly higher in their reading 
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and math scores than the 2nd, 3rd and 4th qrades 
in the other schools.60 
and that 
. . . students who attended the King School for 
two years or more were compared with students who 
had been at King for less than two years. Test 
scores for the first group were significantly 
higher in reading . . . and in math . . . when 
compared with students who had been at King School 
for less than two years.61 
Norcott and Koral conclude that: 
. . . the goals of high academic aspirations 
the teachers have for their students seem to 
be realized.62 
The results support the contention that parents can 
make a difference in schools. 
Selected schools with common factors which claim 
active parent participation. Concerned parents and community 
citizens want to know the factors affecting the quality of 
education in urban public schools. After countless research 
investigations and hundreds of written manuscripts, the 
honest, embarrassing and disappointing truth is that, 
according to Martin Klotz, no one really knows for certain 
why urban public school children perform academically poorer 
than do suburban students. On this matter Klotz writes: 
What is known to parents, community citizens and 
educators is the fact that urban students nationally 
perform comparatively poorer on standardized tests, 
60Norcott and Koral, p. 66. 
61Ibid., p. 67. 
62 Ibid. 
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suburban students perform comparatively better 
and students from rural areas and smaller towns 
fall somewhere in between. The performance of 
students on standardized tests in the New Haven 
public school system conforms to this pattern.6 3 
Different theories have been offered to explain the 
poor academic performance of urban students on standardized 
tests: some authors (Coleman;64 Cicerella et al.65) believe 
inner-city students have more difficulty learning because 
they come from "deprived backgrounds." Other persons 
(Friedman; Washingtonb7) among others, feel that inner- 
city schools and school systems are too large and unwieldy 
and that this leads to less effective education. Still 
others,(Clark;68 Ryan et al.)69 feel that teachers in inner- 
city schools expect too little of their students and don't 
try hard enough to motivate and teach them. 
In all probability, no single view offers a full 
fi *5 
Martin Klotz, Director of Research, Planning and 
Evaluation, New Haven Public Schools, New Haven, Connecticut, 
an unpublished report: (Achievement Test Scores: A Guide for 
Teachers), 1979. 
64James S. Coleman, "Equality of Educational Oppor¬ 
tunity" (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,1966) 
6^Cicerella, loc. cit., p. 32. 
66Milton Friedman, Free to Choose (New York: Harcourt 
Brace Javanovich, 1980) . 
6^Kenneth Washington, "Debureaucratizing Urban Schools, 
Issues in Education, School of Education, University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst, Volume I, Number 3 (Fall 1974). 
68Clark, loc. cit. 
6 9 
Ryan, loc. cit. 
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explanation, although there is perhaps some truth in each 
view. Numerous factors combine to affect the quality of 
education. One resultant evidence of this shared contribu¬ 
tion is that there is always someone to blame when things 
go wrong. Parents blame teachers, teachers cite a lack of 
parent support, and parents and community citizens indict 
the school system for unresponsiveness and insensitivity to 
students' needs, Klotz contends. 
Martin Klotz also contends that, instead of blaming 
each other, all concerned should share the responsibility 
for improving the quality of education which will hopefully 
result in improving the educational performance of students 
in schools. Not parents, teachers, students, administrators, 
nor community citizens can ensure quality education as 
separate entities. However, if each constituency assumes 
responsibility for working together toward a common goal, 
then higher standards of education could be provided for 
children. Kenneth Clark suggests that a closer look at 
effective schools and school systems be taken to determine 
whether parental involvement is a significant factor. If 
parent involvement is a proven factor of effective education, 
then in the investigator's opinion, educators, teachers, 
students, and community citizens must determine the charac¬ 
teristics of effective parent involvement for schools of the 
1980s. 
One approach to identifying effective parent involve 
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ment is through an examination of those schools reporting 
extensive parent participation in order to isolate the 
common factors. Three school districts were chosen to demon¬ 
strate schools with effective parental involvement. The 
following schools illustrate the positive relationship between 
effective parent involvement and high student achievement. 
The six schools which follow were taken from Kenneth Clark's 
book, A Possible Reality (1972). 
School #1. 
The Woodlawn Experimental School District. The Woodlawn 
School District is located in a district of Chicago and is 
comprised of grades kindergarten through twelve. The dis¬ 
trict is composed of 35 parent councils organized with the 
communities of this Chicago district by the school district 
community component. Representatives from these councils 
attend meetings for skill development. The intent of the 
meetings is to teach parents how decisions are made, who 
makes the decisions, the hiring and firing of personnel, 
budgets, policies, school curriculum, and methods and 
materials of teaching. 
Clark reports that parents are involved in the evalua¬ 
tion of school programs. The Woodlawn Experimental School 
Board is comprised of seven students, four university repre¬ 
sentatives affiliated with the University of Chicago, and 
ten community people. The Board is empowered to review and 
make recommendations for policy changes to the superintendent 
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of schools. As a result of this collaborative effort, 
the district and community with the help of administrators, 
teachers, parents and students, pupil academic achievement 
has improved significantly. 
School #2 
The Lorraine Hansberry Child Parent Center. Taken from 
Kenneth Clark, A Possible Reality (1972). This school is 
located in Lawndale, the west side of Chicago. The Center 
is funded by ESEA, the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, Title I. The Center's total student enrollment is 
Black. Parents who have children attending this school 
must themselves attend the school one-half day each week. 
The classes for parents include for example, sewing, child 
development, and teaching methods. Clark reveals that, as 
a result of parent attendance at school, many then become 
involved in various social programs of the school (i.e., 
day care facilities for the community, police community 
relations, to cite examples). Parents also visit class¬ 
rooms for observation of class activities. 
The school's parent council reviews budget requests 
and is involved in the selection of teachers. 
According to Principal Deborah Gordon, students in 
the first grade of the 1968-69 school year scored well 
above grade level on the Scholastic Testing Service Diag¬ 
nostic Reading Test. Mrs. Gordon feels three factors were 
responsible for high student achievement: parent involve- 
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merit, small class size, and teacher enthusiasm. 
The third school to demonstrate effective parent parti” 
cipation is the 80th Street Day Care Center of New York. 
School #3 
The 80th Street Day Care Center of New York. Cited in A 
Possible Reality by Kenneth Clark. Clark claims, the 80th 
Street Day Care Center in New York City is unusual because 
it is parent controlled and has complete autonomy from the 
N.Y.C. Public School System. Parents who constitute the 
Board of Trustees have complete power to employ and dismiss 
teachers and other personnel, to allocate funds, evaluate 
staff, buy supplies, and so forth. 
Although the school, according to Clark, has been open 
less than five years, school director, Grace Richmond, reports 
that the school staff and community citizens observed an 
application of clear verbalization of school learning in daily 
activities within and outside structured classroom settings 
as one significant factor that contributes to the educational 
success of the school. 
The fourth school to demonstrate effective parent 
participation is the Detroit Model Neighborhood Schools. 
School ft4 
The Detroit Model Neighborhood Schools. Clark claims, the 
Detroit Model Neighborhood Schools are directly accountable 
to the parents of these communities. This arrangement 
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resulted from a contractual agreement between the Citizens 
Governing Board, the Model Neighborhood Agency, and the 
Detroit Public Schools. Included in the agreement is a pro¬ 
vision for teachers, paraprofessionals, and curriculum leaders 
to be involved with the community to determine an indivi¬ 
dualized program to improve the quality of education for the 
students. 
The fifth school to demonstrate effective parent parti¬ 
cipation is the Balch School Project. 
School #5 
The Balch School Project. The Balch School Project, accord¬ 
ing to Clark, is an educational endeavor undertaken by Wayne 
State University, involving parents in the decision-making 
process. The primary purpose of this project is to improve 
the academic performance of its students. Parents and 
teachers work together in creating a variety of approaches 
to educational problems in an effort to arrive at prescrip¬ 
tions for what should be done for students. Parents also 
have a voice in the ultimate decisions of all educational 
policies governing the school. 
The final school demonstrating effective parent parti¬ 
cipation is the Boston Highland Park Free School. 
School #6 
The Boston Highland Park Free School. Clark states, the 
Highland Park Free School is located in the Boston Public 
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School System and is similar to the West 80th Street Day 
Care Center in New York City. The school is independent and 
parent controlled. The Free School is also five years old. 
The student body, like West 80th Street Day Care Center, is 
predominantly Black and poor. 
There is evidence according to Clark, that while the 
school is new, there have been short-term successes. Reading 
scores of the elementary school children are above grade 
level. 
Several common factors were identified in the above 
mentioned schools: (1) effective parent participation 
ranging from determining school curriculum to hiring and 
firing staff, (2) strong and competent leadership, (3) clearly 
defined educational goals and responsibilities, (4) teacher 
commitment, (5) staff enthusiasm, and (6) organizational 
support (See Table #1). 
The writer believes that all of these factors are 
significant, and were they to exist in a single school, 
improved quality of education and improved student academic 
achievement would likely be the result. 
According to U.S. News and World Report (September 10, 
1979), educational partnership in public schools is being 
demanded by parents and community citizens throughout the 
nation; this demand will continue until parents are con¬ 
vinced that the kind of education their children are 
receiving will be useful in society or they will assume a 
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more active rola in the education oJ their children. Parents 
are convinced that changes lor tin* Improvement In the Bchool 
arc long overdue. 
The investigator believes that, better collaboration 
between nchool personnel and community citizens in one poa- 
niblo way to increase the likelihood oF significant purpoHolul 
change. Parents can make a dil Terence in public Hchoola. 
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CHAPTER III 
THE PARENT-TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE: 
RESEARCH PROCEDURES-RATIONALE 
AND DESIGN 
Introduction 
Chapter Three is divided into two parts. Part one 
presents the research procedures for the study, the sources 
of data, instrumentation, and the method of data analysis. 
Part one also presents the development of the questionnaires 
and the structured interviews. The rationale for selecting 
the questions asked was based on the degree to which the 
questions reveal whether or not parents are presently parti¬ 
cipating in school affairs, and the extent of their past 
participation in school affairs. 
Part two shows the design of the questionnaires: 
structure, response mode, and rationale for determining the 
content validity of both the questionnaires and the inter¬ 
view schedules. 
Research Procedure 
Sources of data. The principle sources of data for 
this study were the three selected middle schools in New 
Haven, Connecticut. The schools were selected because: 
(1) there was administrative support for the research project, 
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and (2) the schools represented a geographical cross section 
of the city of New Haven's school system. There were five 
different groups participating in the study: principals, 
teachers, parents, superintendents, and Board of Education 
members. 
Instrumentation. Questionnaires and structured inter¬ 
views were instruments used to collect data. The question¬ 
naire was chosen as an instrument to collect data despite 
certain disadvantages for the study. Disadvantages of 
questionnaires (Orlich 1975) are: (a) the possible differences 
in interpretations of meaning to questions, (b) the difficulty 
of determining respondents' honesty and accuracy and (c) the 
potential of low return. Questionnaires are nevertheless one 
of the best instruments for which to obtain data from a large 
population (Burgus 1976) . The interview survey was chosen as 
one of the instruments for the study because it can maximize 
human interaction and contact (Burgus 1976). Structured 
interviews were conducted with principals, superintendents 
and members of the Board of Education. Questionnaires were 
used to secure information from teachers and parents. 
The structured interview schedules for superintendents 
and members of the Board of Education are located on pages 
121-128* (See Appendices A, B, and C for principals', 
teachers' and parents' instruments respectively). 
Analysis of data. All data were analyzed by either the 
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chi square test or calculation of percentages. in most 
cases the chi square test was used to analyze responses of 
two or more questions grouped together. in those few 
instances where responses to single questions were analyzed 
by the chi square procedure, it was determined to be the 
appropriate method for the item in question. Actually, single 
questions were analyzed by the chi square test for only a few 
items on tne teacher questionnaire. Percentage figures were 
used to analyze the results of data for all other questions 
analyzed separately. 
Statistical significance for all data analyzed by the 
chi square test was set at the .05 level. This indicates 
2 
that any obtained chi square (X ) which results in a signifi¬ 
cance level of .05 or less (for example, .01 or .001) would 
be sufficient to reject the null hypothesis of "equal chance" 
probability and accept the alternate hypothesis that there 
is a significant difference between the observed and expected 
answers for the items in question. Conversely, obtained chi 
squares which result in significance levels above .05 (for 
example, .10 or .20) would cause the null hypothesis of 
"equal chance" probability to be accepted. An acceptance of 
the null hypothesis indicates that any differences in the 
observed and expected responses to a question is due to 
chance or sampling error rather than any true differences 
indicated by respondents. 
Those questions analyzed through the use of percentages 
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were evaluated by descriptively analyzing the computed per¬ 
centage figures. For example, in responding to the question, 
Who formulates the rules and regulations at your school?," 
15 of the 17 teacher respondents (88 percent) indicated the 
"principal." Although there was no absolute numerical figure 
to indicate acceptance or rejection of hypotheses where per¬ 
centages were used, a simple majority (one more than half) of 
respondents checking any items was considered a significant 
response. 
Specific comments regarding analysis of data for the 
respective populations are presented under each section 
related to that population. 
Design 
Structure. The questionnaire for parents was a twenty- 
nine item instrument. The questions were selected from the 
original fifty item pool of questions, and were chosen 
because of their content validity and internal consistency. 
The researcher administered the original fifty item question¬ 
naire to a group of 50 parents whose children were attending 
Fair Haven Middle School, New Haven, Connecticut. Based on 
the results of that field test of the questionnaire and an 
analysis of the questions by two educational researchers, 
the twenty-nine item questionnaire was selected for parents. 
The teacher questionnaire was developed using the same pro¬ 
cedure as that of the parent questionnaire. The interview 
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schedule items for principals were selected from the original 
pool of 30 items. Superintendent and Board of Education 
members' items were selected from the original pool of 30 
items. 
With the exception of a few questions noted below, 
items are of a Yes or No; Always, Sometimes, Never; Agree, 
Strongly Agree, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree variety. 
Exceptions to the response options indicated previously are 
the following: questions 22 and 23 in the interview schedule 
for principals (see Appendix A, p. 157); questions 1, 9, and 
26 in the teacher questionnaire (see Appendix B, pp. JL61-164); 
and questions 2, 8, 9, 15, and 29 in the parent questionnaire 
(see Appendix C, pp. 165-168). The questions that requireed 
different responses were mostly open-ended questions. For 
example, interview question 23 for principals is: "Name 
three (3) important educational contributions that parents 
have made at your school in the past year, 1978-1979." 
Response Mode. Respondents were required to indicate 
their responses according to the following response options: 
Yes, No; Always, Sometimes, Never; Agree, Strongly Agree, 
Disagree, Strongly Disagree. The different response options 
were necessary because of the different types of questions 
asked. Such response modes will also facilitate the tabula¬ 
tion and interpretation of the data. 
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Content Validity. Content validity was established by 
researching several authoritative sources on the subject of 
citizens' participation in the educational decision-making 
process in public schools. A few examples of the sources 
checked are: Community Participation; Present and Future 
Patterns by Mario Fantini, Schools Where Parents Make A 
—^Terence by Don Davies, and A Possible Reality by Kenneth 
Clark. 
Languages contained in the questions for both the 
questionnaires and interviews was consistent with the termi¬ 
nology contained in the authoritative sources examined. 
Furthermore, questions were worded so respondents of the 
various populations could understand them. 
Item content of five respondent populations. The 
questionnaires and/or interview schedules for the teachers, 
parents, and principals appear in the appendices at the end 
of the study (pp. 157-168). The interviews for the superin¬ 
tendents and the members of the Board of Education appear in 
Chapter Four (pp. 121-128). 
CHAPTER IV 
FIVE SURVEYS OF PARENT PARTICIPATION 
IN EDUCATIONAL DECISION-MAKING 
IN SCHOOL 
Introduction 
Chapter Four reports the findings of five separate 
surveys administered to principals, teachers, parents, super¬ 
intendents and Board of Education members. These instruments 
were developed to assess the level of parent participation in 
educational decision-making in three selected middle schools 
in New Haven, Connecticut. Perceptions of school superin¬ 
tendents, principals and of Board of Education members 
regarding parent participation in educational decision-making 
was ascertained through the means of a verbal interview. 
Whereas parents and teachers responded to a written question¬ 
naire . 
Chapter Four also reports test scores in math and 
reading from the schools in the study. Test scores were 
recorded to show the relationship among students of each of 
the three schools for student achievement, in reading and 
mathematics based upon the I.T.B.S. (Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills) . The study is an attempt to test the hypothesis of 
a positive correlation between effective parent participation 
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(as noted in the definition of terms) and improved student 
academic achievement. Clark and Barnes (1972), are convinced 
that the role of the parents in the school is regarded as one 
ficant factor contributing to the students' academic 
success. 
The following includes surveys of: principals, teachers, 
parents, superintendents and Board of Education members. 
Survey One (Principals) 
Subjects. Three middle school principals (01, 02, and 03 
schools) participated in the study. All were employed in 
New Haven urban schools with more than a 68 percent minority 
enrollment. The principals selected indicated their will¬ 
ingness to cooperate in the study. The schools involved 
were also located in each of New Haven's three districts 
allowing for a desirable cross geographical representation. 
Schools. The three schools participating in the research 
study were located primarily in poor and/or minority com¬ 
munities with low socioeconomic status. One school was 
located in the South/West district; the second school was 
located in the Central district; and the third school was 
located in the East district of the New Haven public school 
system. Of the total student population of approximately 
19,255, 76 percent are Blacks and Hispanics. 
Procedure. In August, 1968 a design for the present study 
was approved by the Director of the Central District of 
Public Schools in New Haven. The principals of these 
schools (N=0) constituted the principal population in the 
study. 
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The researcher arranged to interview each of the three 
principals involved in the study. A period of thirty 
minutes was allowed for each interview, each was conducted 
on a different day. The interview items are identical for 
all principals. 
The researcher collected the response sheet from each 
principal after completion of each of the three interviews. 
Principals were assured the information would be held in 
strictest confidence. 
A coded system was used by the researcher to identify 
the schools, the teachers, the principals, and the parents. 
The following is a description of the code system used 
throughout the study: 01 was used to identify Roberto 
Clemente Middle School; 01 was used to identify Roberto 
Clemente Middle School teachers; 01 was used to identify 
Roberto Clemente Middle School principal; the 01 code was 
also used to identify the parents and the community in which 
the 01 school is located. 
An 02 code was used to identify Betsy Ross Middle 
School; the teachers, the principal, the parents and the 
community. An 03 code was used to identify Jackie Robinson 
Middle School; the teachers; the principal; the parents and 
the community. 
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Analysis of data. Data for all but 10 items were analyzed 
by the chi square test of "equal chance" probability regard¬ 
ing parent participation in educational decision-making. 
This statistical procedure allows for the analysis of a 
small number of subjects, and it permits an investigator 
to compare expected responses with the actual responses. 
Descriptive statistics, in the form of percentages, were 
also used to analyze data for the 10 items that were not 
analyzed by the chi square test. 
Items in the following surveys are grouped according to 
either "attitude" and "action." 
Action, items pertain to actual involvement of parent 
participation in school affairs. Attitude, items pertain 
to respondent perception of parent participation in school 
affairs. 
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TABLE 2 
Responses of Principals to Questions Regarding 
Attitudes Toward Parental Involvement 
in School Affairs 
Principals (N=3) 
(01, 02, and 03 Schools) 
Items # 4, 18, 19, and 21 (Attitude) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 8 4 12 
Expected frequencies 6 6 12 
The obtained of 1.32 is less than the X^ of 3.84 
needed at the .05 level of significance with one degree of 
freedom, therefore, the null hypothesis of "equal prefer¬ 
ence" is accepted. There was no significant expression of 
attitude by principals, either favorably or unfavorably in 
the rights to participate in educational decision-making 
(See Table 2) . 
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TABLE 3 
Responses of Principals to Questions Regarding 
the Provision of Vehicles for Actual Parental 
Involvement in Educational Decision-Making 
in School 
Principals (N=3) 
(01, 02, and 03 Schools) 
Items #1, 2, 5, and 8 (Action) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 12 0 12 
Expected frequencies 6 6 12 
Responses of principals to questions regarding the 
provision of vehicles may be found in Table 3. 
2 2 Since the calculated X of 12 is greater than the X 
of 10.83 needed at the .001 level with 1 degree of freedom, 
the null hypothesis of "equal preference" is rejected. 
This means that principals perceive they provide the means 
for parents to participate in the schools involved in the 
study. 
68 
TABLE 4 
Responses of Principals to Questions Regarding 
Actual Parental Involvement in School Affairs 
Principals (N=3) 
(01, 02, and 03 Schools) 
Items #6, 
25, 
7, 9, 10, 
26 and 27 
11, 12, 15, 
(Action) 
Always Sometimes Never Total 
Observed frequencies 8 24 1 33 
Expected frequencies 11 11 11 33 
A chi square of 32.12 was computed for questions deal¬ 
ing with actual involvement in school affairs. This is 
2 
significant beyond the .001 level, since a X of only 13.82 
is needed at this level with 2 degrees of freedom. The 
significant chi square indicates that the hypothesis of 
"equal chance" in responses is not accepted. Therefore, 
principals believe parents are "sometimes" significantly 
involved in the educational process of the schools. 
A close examination of Table 4 reveals that the major¬ 
ity (N=24) of the responses was for the "sometimes" category. 
One should note, however, that eight responses were also 
checked, indicating principals perceive parents "always 
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involved in the educational process of the schools. It is 
interesting to note that questions regarding general parent¬ 
al involvement (i.e., encouragement of parents to visit the 
school, consult with parents about discipline problems, etc.) 
received an "always" response. On the other hand, principals 
responded to questions dealing with specific involvement 
(i.e. , inclusion of parents in evaluation of staff, parti¬ 
cipation in selection of teachers, evaluation and approval 
of curricula) as "sometime." This could indicate that 
while principals sometimes permit parents to become involved 
in the general operation of school affairs, parents are not 
permitted to be significantly involved in more specific 
areas as: selection of personnel (hiring and firing of 
staff), budget, curriculum, staff evaluation, and setting 
priorities and goals. 
Item #13 (Attitude) 
There was unanimous agreement by the three principals 
to, "Do you feel that parents should be involved in the 
educational decision-making process of the school?" 
Item #14 (Action) 
An examination of the responses from the three princi¬ 
pals revealed unanimous agreement to, "Have parents sup¬ 
ported efforts of the school to improve the quality of 
education at your school?" 
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Item #17 (Attitude) 
Responses indicate unanimous agreement among princi¬ 
pals to the question, "Do you feel that parents can add to 
the quality of education at your school?" 
Item #20 (Action) 
All principal respondents marked "always" to, "Do you 
encourage and advise parents to visit the school to 
observe the educational process at your school?" 
Item #22 (Attitude) 
The three principal respondents marked "moderately" 
to, "Do you feel that parents should be a) intensively, 
b) moderately, or c) not involved at all in the educational 
decision-making process of your schools?" 
Item #23 (Action) 
There was unanimous agreement by the three principals 
that "important contributions" were made by parents in the 
school year 1978-79. Contribution cited by principals are: 
helped in preparing mid-marking report cards, helped in 
preparing school lunch, helped to improve discipline at 
school and helped to stop vandalism at school. 
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Item #24 (Attitude) 
There was unanimous agreement among the three princi¬ 
pals to, "Do you feel that school-community collaboration 
is an essential ingredient in improving the quality of 
education in urban public-middle schools?" 
Item #3 (Attitude) 
There was 100 percent agreement among principals to 
the question, "Do you feel that parents should be involved 
in the educational decision-making process of the school?" 
"Sometimes." 
Item #28 (Attitude) 
Two of the three principals agreed parents should be 
involved in the planning and decision-making process, 
since they are affected by such decisions. One principal 
checked "Strongly Agree" relative to parental involvement 
regarding these questions. 
Item #29 (Attitude) 
The principal respondents to, "People that are 
affected by decisions of institutions and government 
agencies should have a voice in determining those decisions, 
indicate two of the three principals marked the "Agree" 
cell, while the other principal indicated "Strongly Agree. 
72 
Results. Analysis of the data reveals principals in all 
three schools expressed favorable attitudes toward parent 
participation in the educational decision-making process 
in their schools. The data, therefore, show the three 
principals participating in this study, at times, positively 
supporting parent involvement in the educational decision¬ 
making process in their schools in areas of budget, curri¬ 
culum, personnel, staff evaluation, and priorities and goals 
(see Tables 2, 3, and 4). 
Survey Two (Teachers) 
Subjects. The subjects for this survey were 102 teachers. 
They included both male and female teachers, from Black, 
White and Hispanic backgrounds. 
Procedure (Teachers). The second survey (Teachers) was 
conducted with the approval and support of the three princi¬ 
pals of the three middle schools participating in this 
study. Approval was also obtained from the Central District 
Director. The principals informed the participating teachers 
of the nature of the study. Principals were asked to 
inform the teachers of the random selection process that 
would be used. 
The principals submitted lists of teachers available 
for the study to the investigator, who placed the names of 
the teachers from the 01 school in a box and proceeded to 
withdraw from the box, in a random manner, 75 percent of 
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the total number of teachers, as suggested by statistical 
advisors. 
The investigator used the same procedure in the other 
two schools, 02 and 03, in order to obtain the sample. 
Each principal agreed to distribute the questionnaires 
to teachers selected in his school at which time an agreed 
upon date was set for teachers to return the questionnaires 
to the school's main office. Seventy-four percent of the 
teacher questionnaires were retrieved by the investigator 
after the agreed upon time of one week. 
Analysis of data. Data was analyzed by descriptive 
statistics (some responses were described in terms of 
percentages and some in terms of numbers) and by the chi 
square test of "equal chance" probability. 
Teachers (N=17) 
(01 School) 
Item #1 (Action) 
Responses to the question, "Who formulates the rules 
and regulations at your school?" revealed fifteen of 
seventeen respondents, or 88 percent, indicated "principal, 
while two, or 11 percent, checked the "teachers, parents 
and principal" as formulators of policy. These data indi 
cate there is little parent and teacher input as perceived 
by teachers in the formulation of rules and regulations at 
the school in question. 
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Item #2 (Attitude) 
Responses to Question #2, "Do you feel that parents 
should be involved in the educational decision-making pro¬ 
cess of your school?" reveals eight respondents marked 
"yes" and nine respondents checked the "no" category. 
Item #3 (Action) 
All seventeen respondents answered "yes" to the ques¬ 
tion, "Do you support parent participation in your school?" 
TABLE 5 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Concerning 
Reasons Why Parents Are No Longer Involved 
in School Affairs 
Items #4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 (Attitude) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 4 71 75 
Expected frequencies 37.5 37.5 75 
The calculated of 59.6 is greater than the chi 
square of 10.83 needed at the .001 level of significance 
with one degree of freedom. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
of "equal preference" is not accepted because a significant 
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number of teachers rejected the reasons advanced by the 
investigator for the non-involvement of parents in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process. 
Examination of Table 5 on page 74 shows that a majority 
(N=71) of the responses was for the "no" category. Only four 
were for the "yes" category. 
Item #9 (Attitude) 
Fourteen teachers responded "right" to the question "Do 
you feel that parent participation is a privilege or a right?" 
Three teachers checked the "privilege" cell. 
Responses clearly indicate teachers believe that parents 
have a "right to participate in school decision-making." 
TABLE 6 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Regarding 
Parental Involvement in the Educational 
Decision-Making Process 
Item #10, 11, 16 and 17 (Attitude) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 42 26 68 
Expected frequencies 34 34 68 
2 
The obtained of 3.76 is less than the X of 3.84 
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needed at the .05 level of significance with one degree of 
freedom. Thus the null hypotheses of "equal chance" proba¬ 
bility is accepted. This finding indicates there was no 
significant expression of attitudes on the part of teachers 
regarding parent participation in the educational decision¬ 
making process in specific areas. 
Examination of Table 6, page 75 reveals 42 responses 
indicating parents should be involved and 26 said parents 
should not be involved in the educational decision-making 
process. The reader may note that the larger number of 
teachers (42) were in favor of parental involvement. However, 
this number was not significant since it was expected that 
34 responses would be for the "yes" category. 
Item #12 (Attitude) 
Responses from the total number of teachers (N=17) to 
question #12, "Is there parent and community apathy at your 
school?" indicated that a majority of the teachers, thirteen, 
or 76 percent, said "yes," and only four, or 23 percent, said 
"no." 
These responses indicate teachers' perceptions of a 
considerable lack of parent and community interest in school. 
Item #13 (Action) 
Analysis of the question, "Do you invite parents into 
your classroom to observe your class?" shows that thirteen 
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of the total number of seventeen teachers (76 percent) do 
invite parents into their classrooms to observe their class. 
Three teachers checked "sometime." One teacher responded 
"never" to this question. 
Item #14 (Action) 
Teachers' responses to the question, "Do you have to 
get permission from your principal to invite parents into 
your classroom?" revealed that of the total number of respon¬ 
dents (N=17), nine teachers marked "never," and eight teachers 
responded "sometimes." 
Item #15 (Attitude) 
Of the total teachers' responses (N=17) to the question, 
"Do you feel that parents should be involved in assessing 
student education needs?" ten respondents checked "sometimes" 
and five respondents marked "always." 
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TABLE 7 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Regarding Actual 
Parental Involvement in Specific Areas of the 
Educational Decision-Making Process 
Items #18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24 and 25 (Attitude) 
Always Sometimes Never Total 
Observed frequencies 46 49 40 135 
Expected frequencies 45 45 45 135 
2 2 
The obtained X of .093 is less than the X of 5.99 
needed for significance at the .05 level with one degree of 
freedom. Therefore, the null hypothesis of "equal chance" 
probability is accepted, indicating that there is no signifi¬ 
cant expression of feelings by teachers for or against the 
involvement of parents in the educational decision-making 
process. In terms of numbers, 49 responses were checked to 
indicate parents should "sometimes" be involved, 46 responses 
were checked for "always," and 40 responses were checked for 
"never" (see Table 7, above). 
Item #26 (Attitude) 
Teachers unanimously (N=17) checked the "moderately" 
cell to the question, "Do you feel that parents should be 
a) intensely, b) moderately, or c) not involved at all in 
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the educational decision-making process of your school?" 
Item #27 (Attitude) 
Twelve, (or 70 percent) of the total respondents (N=17) 
answered "agree" to item #27, "There is an important need for 
educators to involve parents and community citizens in the 
planning and decision-making of educational policy making in 
schools." The other five teachers marked "strongly agree" 
in answering this item. 
One may note that none of the seventeen respondents 
disagreed with item #27. 
Item #28 (Attitude) 
Nine of the total number of seventeen respondents 
marked "agree" for the item, "People who are affected by 
decisions of institutions and government agencies should 
have a voice in making those decision." Three teachers indi¬ 
cated "strongly agree" in response to the item, and five 
teachers checked "disagree." 
Teachers (N-23) 
(02 School) 
Item #1 (Action) 
Analysis of responses to the question, "Who formulates 
the rules and regulations at your school?" show all teachers 
indicated the "principal" as formulator of rules and regula- 
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tions for their school. 
The responses clearly indicate teachers perceive a 
lack of involvement of parents, teachers, students and com¬ 
munity citizens in educational decision-making in school. 
Item #2 (Attitude) 
Seventeen teachers responded to the question, "Do you 
feel that parents should be involved in the educational 
decision-making process of your school?" Six teachers checked 
the "no" category. Eleven teachers marked the "yes" category. 
Item #3 (Action) 
All teachers involved responded "yes" to the question, 
"Do you support parent participation in your school?" 
TABLE 8 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Concerning 
Reasons Why Parents Are No Longer 
Involved in School Affairs 
Items #4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 (Attitude) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 11 100 111 
Expected frequencies 55.5 55.5 111 
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The obtained X of 75.36 is greater than the of 
10.83 needed for significance at the .001 level with one 
degree of freedom. Therefore, the null hypothesis of "equal 
preference" is rejected. This means that a significant 
number of teacher responses were marked "no," indicating they 
not believe the reasons indicated by the researcher were 
the reasons why parents are no longer involved in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process. (see Table 8) . 
Item #9 (Attitude) 
Teachers unanimously (N=17) checked "right" to the 
question, "Do you feel that parent participation is a pri- 
vilage or right?" 
Responses clearly indicate teachers agree, parent parti¬ 
cipation in school is a "right." 
TABLE 9 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Regarding Their 
Attitudes Toward Parental Involvement in the 
Decision-Making Process 
Items #10, 11, 16 and 17 (Attitude) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 69 20 89 
Expected frequencies 44.5 44.5 89 
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The calculated X2 of 26.98 is larger than the X3 of 
10.83 needed for significance at the .001 level with one 
degree of freedom. Thus the hypothesis of "equal prefer¬ 
ence" probability of responses is not accepted. Translated, 
these data indicate teacher respondents at school 02 feel 
that parents should be involved in the educational decision- 
process, and that parents could be a valuable 
resource for the school (See Table 9). 
Item #12 (Attitude) 
Of the total number of respondents (N=23) who responded 
to question 12, "Is there parent and community apathy at 
your school?", eighteen, (78 percent), marked "yes," and 
four indicated "no." 
Item #13 (Action) 
Responses to the question, "Do you invite parents into 
your classroom to observe your class?" indicate that eigh¬ 
teen of twenty-three respondents, (more than 78 percent), 
checked "yes." One respondent marked "sometimes." No 
respondent indicated "never." 
Item #14 (Action) 
Teachers' responses to question #14, "Do you have to 
get permission from your principal to invite parents into 
your classroom?" show nine, (more than 39 percent), marked 
"sometimes." Eleven, (47 percent), marked "never." Two 
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teachers responded "always" to the question. 
Item #15 (Attitude) 
Analysis of teachers' responses to question #15, 
Do you feel that parents should be involved in assessing 
student educational needs?" reveals that sixteen, (69 
percent), of the respondents answered "sometimes," two 
indicated "always." Four teachers said "never." 
TABLE 10 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Regarding Actual 
Parental Involvement in Specific Areas of the 
Educational Decision-Making Process 
Items #18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 and 25 (Attitude) 
Always Sometimes Never Total 
Observed frequencies 50 87 43 180 
Expected frequencies 60 60 60 180 
A chi square of 33.43 was computed for questions 
regarding the actual participation of parents in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process. The X2 is significant 
beyond the .001 level, since a chi square of only 13.82 is 
needed at this level with 2 degrees of freedom. The signi- 
indicates that the hypothesis of "equal ficant chi square 
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chance" probability in responses is not accepted. Trans¬ 
lated, teachers significantly agree that parents should 
"sometimes" be involved in the educational decision-making 
process. Table 10 reveals that 87 responses for the "always" 
category, and 43 for the "never" category. Sixty responses 
were expected for each category. 
The reader is reminded of the total number of teacher 
responses (N=180), forty-three indicated parents should 
"never" be involved in the educational decision-making 
process of schools. Although this is not a significant 
number of responses they do indicate that some of the teach¬ 
ers expressed strong negative attitudes regarding parental 
involvement in the educational decision-making process. 
Item #26 (Attitude) 
Respondents to the question, "Do you feel that parents 
should be a) intensely, b) moderately, or c) not involved 
at all in the educational decision-making process of your 
school?" indicated overwhelmingly, (twenty-one or 91 per¬ 
cent) , by marking the "moderately" category. Only two 
teachers responded "not involved" to this question. 
Item #27 (Attitude) 
Sixty-five percent of the teachers (N=15) marked 
"agree" to, "There is an important need for educators to 
involve parents and community citizens in the planning and 
decision-making of educational policy making in schools. 
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Two teachers marked "strongly agree," and six teachers 
indicated "disagree." 
Item #28 (Attitude) 
Of the total number of responses (N=23) to the state¬ 
ment, "People who are affected by decisions of institutions 
and government agencies should have a voice in making those 
decisions," seventeen respondents indicated they "agree," 
one "strongly agree," and six marked "disagree." 
Teachers (N=36) 
(03 School) 
Item #1 (Action) 
Responses to the question, "Who formulates the rules 
and regulations at your school?" indicate twenty teachers, 
(55 percent), said the "principal" formulates rules and 
regulations at their school. 
One may observe eleven (of 36) teachers marked 
P.S.T.A. (Parents, Students, Teachers and Administration) 
formulates the rules and regulations at school. There were 
five no responses. The responses indicate teachers per¬ 
ceive parents, students, and teachers are involved in 
educational decision-making in school. 
Item #2 (Attitude) 
Responses to, "Do you feel that parents should be 
involved in the educational decision-making process of 
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your school?" reveal thirty-three respondents indicated 
"yes"; three checked the "no" to this question. 
Item #3 (Action) 
Responses to question #3, "Do you support parent parti¬ 
cipation in your school?" indicated overwhelmingly, (thirty- 
five or 97 percent), by marking "yes." Only one teacher 
answered "no" to this question. 
Responses seem to indicate clearly favorable teacher 
approval of parent participation in educational decision¬ 
making . 
TABLE 11 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Concerning 
Reasons Why Parents Are No Longer Involved 
in School Affairs 
Items #4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 (Attitude) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 50 122 172 
Expected frequencies 86 86 172 
? 2 
The obtained X of 30.14 is greater than the X of 
10.83 needed at the .001 level of significance with one 
degree of freedom. Therefore, the "equal chance" proba¬ 
bility hypothesis is rejected. This means teacher 
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respondents expressed a negative attitude toward parental 
involvement in the educational decision-making process in 
their schools (See Table 11). 
Item #9 (Attitude) 
Of the total number of respondents (N=35) to question 
#9, "Do you feel that parent participation is a privilege 
or right?" thirty-four checked "right" and one checked the 
"privilege" category. 
Responses clearly indicate that teachers perceive 
parent participation in school as a right. Only one teacher 
viewed it as a "privilege." 
TABLE 12 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Regarding Their 
Attitudes Toward Parental Involvement in the 
Decision-Making Process 
Items #10, 11, 16 and 17 (Attitude) 
Yes NO Total 
Observed frequencies 111 28 139 
Expected frequencies 69.5 69.5 139 
A chi square of 49.56 was computed for these four 
items. This is larger than the of 10.83 needed at the 
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.001 level of significance with one degree of freedom. 
Therefore, the "equal chance" probability hypothesis is 
rejected. Translated, teacher responses to these items 
indicate a favorable attitude toward parental involvement 
in the educational decision-making process at school 03, 
and a feeling that parents could be a valuable resource 
at their school. 
Examination of Table 12, page 87 reveals a significant 
number (N=lll) of responses was marked for the "yes" cate¬ 
gory. Only 28 marked "no." 
Item #12 (Attitude) 
Teacher responses to question #12, "Is there parent 
and community apathy at your school?" indicate twenty-four 
of the total respondents (N=36) marked "yes" to this 
question, while nine responded "no." 
Responses to question #12 seems to indicate a lack of 
parent and community interest in school as perceived by 
teacher respondents. 
Item #13 (Action) 
Twenty-three (or 66 percent) respondents to question 
#13, "Do you invite parents into your classroom to observe 
your class?" marked "always," indicating a majority of 
teachers involved in the study invite parents into their 
classroom "always." Eleven teachers marked "sometimes" to II 
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this question. One teacher indicated "never." 
Item #14 (Action) 
Teacher responses to the question, "Do you have to get 
permission from your principal to invite parents into your 
classroom?" reveal five teachers indicate "always." Three 
teachers marked "sometimes" and twenty-seven (or 75 percent), 
of teachers marked "never" to the question. 
Item #15 (Attitude) 
Responses to question #15, "Do you feel that parents 
should be involved in assessing student educational needs?" 
indicate a majority (N=24) of teachers chose the middle 
category "sometimes." Responses also reveal of the total 
number of teachers (N=36), twelve indicated "always." There 
were no indications of "never." 
TABLE 13 
Responses of Teachers to Questions Regarding Actual 
Parental Involvement in Specific Areas of the 
Educational Decision-Making Process 
Items #18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 and 25 (Attitude) 
Always Sometimes Never Total 
113 128 41 282 
94 94 94 282 
Observed frequencies 
Expected frequencies 
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The obtained X^ of 46.02 is larger than the of 
13.82 needed for significance at the .001 level with two 
degrees of freedom. Therefore, the null hypothesis of 
equal chance probability is rejected. There is a signi¬ 
ficant favorable expression by teacher responses regarding 
participation of parents in the educational decision-making 
process relating to specific areas of school affairs. 
Analysis of individual categories in Table 13, page 89 
reveals a significant number of responses (128 of 282) were 
for parents to "sometimes" be involved in educational 
decision-making in selected areas. The forty-one responses 
for the "never" category indicate less teachers than expected 
(40 to 45) feel that parents should "never" be involved in 
selected areas of school affairs. The reader is also urged 
to note that teachers were not significantly in favor of 
parents "always" being involved in specific areas of the 
educational decision-making process. 
Item #26 (Attitude) 
Responses to, "Do you feel that parents should be 
a) intensely, b) moderately, or c) not involved at all in 
the educational decision-making process of your school?" 
indicated twenty-five teachers, 69 percent, marked the 
"moderately" category. 
Xt is interesting to note however, ten teachers marked 
the "intensely" category, while only two teachers indicated 
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the "not involved" category. Responses clearly indicate a 
favorable attitude toward parental involvement in educa¬ 
tional decision-making in school. 
Item #27 (Attitude) 
Responses to the item, "There is an important need for 
educators to involve parents and community citizens in the 
planning and decision-making of educational policy making in 
schools," indicated the majority "agree." Of the total 
respondents, twenty-two marked "agree." Eleven teachers 
indicated "strongly agree." Two teachers marked "disagree." 
There was no "strongly disagree" responses to this state¬ 
ment . 
Item #28 
A majority of respondents (N=20) to "People who are 
affected by decisions of institutions and government agencies 
should have a voice in making those decision," marked 
"agree"; thirteen respondents chose "strongly agree" to 
this item; two teachers checked "disagree" and no teacher 
marked "strongly disagree." 
Results. Data from the teacher population revealed that 
teachers from all three schools approved of parent partici¬ 
pation . 
It is interesting to note however, that this approval 
was primarily in the general areas of school activities 
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(i.e., cafeteria help, playground supervision, library aid). 
Forty-five percent of the teachers from the 01 and 03 
schools believed that parents should "never" be involved 
in the educational decision-making process in the specific 
areas of: staff evaluation, school budget, personnel (hiring 
and firing of staff), curriculum, goals and priorities of 
the school, etc. 
While there was unanimous agreement among teachers at 
all three schools (01, 02, 03) regarding their attitude 
about parent participation in school affairs, it was in the 
specific areas that revealed the most disagreement and 
specifically among the 01 and 03 schools. 
Teachers' responses at the 02 school indicated a more 
favorable attitude toward parent participation in school 
affairs in the specific areas. 
Survey Three (Parents) 
Subjects. Four hundred and seventeen parents from three 
urban communities in New Haven, from predominantly poor 
and minority backgrounds, are the subjects for the third 
survey. 
Procedure (Parents). Study three (Parents) was conducted 
by a random selection process. The researcher obtained a 
list of parents from each of the three schools. The names 
of the parents from the first school (01) were put in a 
container from which were drawn one hundred thirty-nine 
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names. (The same sample was used for all three schools). 
Random selection was used also for parents in schools 
02 and 03. Total parent population for the study was four 
hundred seventeen. 
This list of parents was obtained from the school 
street directory made available by the principal of each of 
the three schools. The same number of parents from each 
school (139) was used because the population was relatively 
homogeneous. 
The questionnaires and a cover letter were mailed to 
each selected parent, with a self-addressed return envelope 
enclosed for the convenience of the respondent. Parents were 
requested to complete and return the questionnaires to the 
researcher two weeks upon receipt of the material. Forty- 
nine percent of the questionnaires were returned from parent 
participants. Follow-up letters were not employed. 
Analysis of data. Statistical treatment of data was the 
same as reported in study one and two. 
Parents (N=50) 
(01 School) 
Item #1 (Action) 
Responses to, "Do you presently belong to any organi¬ 
zation within the school that includes parent participation 
in the educational decision-making process?" indicated that 
parents involved were not significantly influential m the 
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decision-making process. Conversely, thirty-nine of the 
forty-nine indicated they did not belong to such an organi¬ 
zation. 
Item #2 (Action) 
Forty-nine respondents to question #2, "To which of 
the following parent organizations do you belong?" indicate 
they perceive a significant lack of parents belonging to an 
organization in school concerned with decision-making in 
school. Nineteen parents, (38 percent), indicated that 
they belonged to a parent-school organization. Thirty 
parents, (61 percent), indicated that they did not belong 
to a parent-school organization. 
According to the questionnaire responses, seventeen 
parents indicated they belonged to the P.T.A. (Parent 
Teacher Association). One parent indicated membership in 
the School Community Council and one cited membership in 
the Follow Through Program. 
Responses clearly indicate a dearth of parent member¬ 
ships in parent-school organizations. 
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TABLE 14 
Reasons Given for Non-Involvement of Parents in 
the Educational Decision-Making Process 
Items #3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 (Action) 
Number of Responses Reasons for Responses 
Time of meetings inconvenient 
Demands too much time 
Felt uncomfortable at meetings 
Too many educators in group 
Suggestions were not implemented 
23 
6 
5 
6 
3 
A majority of parent participants indicated the time 
scheduled for meetings precluded their involvement in educa¬ 
tional affairs at the school. Of the forty-three parents 
who indicated a lack of involvement, 53 percent (N=23) indi¬ 
cated the "time of meetings" as the significant factor. 
Other reasons for parent non-involvement are shown in Table 
14. 
Item #8 (Action) 
In answering item #8, "If there are other reasons for 
your not being involved in the educational decision-making 
of the school, please indicate those reasons," the majority 
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of the respondents (N—16) indicated they "were never asked 
to participate" in the educational decision-making process 
in school. Personal problems" were listed by eleven of the 
respondents as the reasons for their lack of involvmenet in 
educational decision-making. Thirteen parents listed "no 
reason" in response to the item. 
Item #9 (Action) 
Parent responses to question #9, "Do you visit the 
school?" reveals a significant number (N=46), or 93 percent, 
do visit the school. Translated into numbers, twenty-three 
parents visit the school "often," while twenty-three parents 
visit the school "seldom." No respondent indicated "never" 
to the question. 
Item #10 (Attitude) 
Of forty-eight parents who responded to the question 
regarding quality education provided for their children, 
thirty parents or 62 percent, answered "yes." Eighteen 
parents registered "no" to this item. 
Item #11 (Attitude) 
Parent responses to, "Have you supported the efforts 
of the school to provide quality education?" indicate thirty- 
seven respondents marked "yes." Nine respondents marked "no. 
Parent data indicates parents do support the efforts of 
II 
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the school to provide quality education. 
Item #12 (Attitude) 
Responses to item #12, "Do you support parent partici¬ 
pation in the educational decision-making process of the 
school?" indicate forty-five parents marked "yes." Three 
parents indicated "no." 
TABLE 15 
Parent Responses to Questions Regarding Actual 
Participation in Selected Areas of the 
Educational Decision-Making Process 
in Their School 
Items #16, 17, 18, 19, and 24 (Action) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 47 198 245 
Expected frequencies 122.5 122.5 245 
2 2 
The obtained X of 93.06 is larger than the X of 
10.83 with one degree of freedom, needed at the .001 level 
of significance. This data reveals parents are not signifi¬ 
cantly involved with educational decision-making in school. 
Table 15, page 97 reveals that 47 of the total 245 total 
responses were "yes," and 198 respondents answered "no" to 
this question. 
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Item #13 (Attitude) 
Parents were unanimous in the opinion that they perceive 
they can be helpful through support and participation in the 
educational decision-making affairs of the school. 
Item #14 (Attitude) 
A total of forty-nine respondents answered the question, 
"Is parent participation in school affairs a privilege or 
right?" Thirty-five, or 71 percent (N=35), thought it was a 
right, 29 percent (N=14) felt that it was a privilege. 
Item #15 (Attitude) 
Of the forty-eight respondents replying to question #15 
regarding parent involvement in educational decision-making, 
twenty-six, or 54 percent, felt parents should be "intensely" 
involved in school. Twenty-two, or forty-five percent 
believed parents should be "moderately" involved in educa¬ 
tional decision-making of the school. None of the respon¬ 
dents felt that parents should not be involved at all in the 
educational decision-making process. 
A chi square of 153.87 was computed for questions 
regarding actual parent participation in educational decision- 
2 
making. This is significant beyond the .001 level since a X 
of only 13.8 is needed at this level with 2 degrees of free¬ 
dom. The significant chi square indicates the hypothesis of 
"equal chance" probability regarding responses is rejected. 
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A majority of parent participants indicated they perceive 
they are "never" involved in educational decision-making. 
TABLE 16 
Observed and Expected Frequencies of Parent 
Responses Regarding Actual Involvement 
in Educational Decision-Making 
Items #20, 21, 22 and 23 (Action) 
Always Sometimes Never Total 
Observed frequencies 6 44 142 192 
Expected frequencies 64 64 64 192 
Observation of Table 16 indicates the majority of the 
respondents (N=142) marked the "never" category. The reader 
is urged to note that forty-four responses marked the "some¬ 
times" category, while only six responses were for the "always" 
category. 
The responses clearly indicate the majority of parents 
perception of involvement in the actual decision-making pro¬ 
cess in school is negative. 
Item #25 (Attitude) 
Parents were unanimously positive in their responses to 
question #25, "Do you feel that workshops, in-service sessions 
and seminars will be helpful to parents, teachers, adminis- 
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trators, community citizens, and students in better under¬ 
standing the need to communicate and work together to improve 
the conditions of school and community?" 
In terms of numbers, eighteen parents marked "agree." 
Thirty-one parents marked "strongly agree" to this question. 
Item #26 (Attitude) 
Responses to item #26, "There is an important need for 
educators to include parents and community citizens in the 
planning and decision-making of educational policy in school," 
reveal of the total number of respondents (N=49), eighteen 
parents marked "agree" to item #25, while thirty-one parents 
marked "strongly agree" to the same item. Responses indicate 
no parent marked "disagree" or "strongly disagree" to this 
item. 
Item #27 (Attitude) 
Parent responses to question #27, "People who are 
affected by decisions of institutions and government agencies 
should have a voice in making those decisions" show that a 
majority answered in the affirmative. In terms of numbers 
thirty-one, or 63 percent, marked "strongly agree" and 
eighteen, or 36 percent, indicated "agree." 
Item #28 (Attitude) 
The eighty-three participating parents were unanimous 
in their belief that school and community should work to¬ 
gether to improve education. 
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Item #29 (Action) 
Of forty-nine respondents to item #29, eleven, 22 per¬ 
cent, of the respondents indicated they worked cooperatively 
with the school in accomplishing important achievements during 
the 1978-1979 year. Helping with student discipline, helping 
with vandalism at the school and helping with school beautifi¬ 
cation were cited by parents as achievements accomplished with 
the school. 
An overwhelming majority of the respondents (N=38) or 
77 percent, did not participate in any school-community related 
activity that was cooperatively accomplished. 
Parents (N=83) 
(02 School) 
Item #1 (Action) 
Parent responses to, "Do you presently belong to any 
organizations within the school that includes parent parti¬ 
cipation in the educational decision-making process?" indicate 
a lack of parent involvement in school organizations concerned 
with shared educational decision-making. The reader is urged 
to note that in terms of numbers, only nineteen of eighty-two 
respondents indicated they belong to an organization in the 
school including and encouraging parent participation in the 
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educational decision-making process. Conversely, sixty-three 
parents indicated they did not belong to a school organiza¬ 
tion that shared decision-making with parents. 
Item #2 (Action) 
Of the total responses (N=82) to question #2, "To which 
of the following parent organizations do you belong?" a sig¬ 
nificant number of parents (N-54), or 65 percent, indicated 
they did not belong to a parent organization in the school 
concerned with parent participation. Twenty-six parents 
indicated they were members of the school P.T.A. (Parent 
Teacher Association). Two parents indicated their member¬ 
ship in the School Community Council. 
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TABLE 17 
Reasons Given for Non-Involvement of Parents in 
the Educational Decision-Making Process 
Items #3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 (Action) 
Number of Responses 
27 
8 
1 
1 
2 
Reasons for Responses 
Time of meetings inconvenient 
Demands too much time 
Felt uncomfortable at meeting 
Too many educators in group 
Suggestions were not implemented 
The majority of parent respondents, 27 of 39, at the 
02 school indicated the "inconvenient time of the meetings" 
was the reason for their non-involvement in educational affairs 
of the school. Other reasons for a lack of parent involve¬ 
ment in educational affairs of school are indicated in Table 
17. 
Item #8 (Action) 
A review of responses to question #8 indicated "per- 
conal problems" was a significant factor for non-involvement 
of parents in educational decision-making. In answering 
this question, eighteen respondents checked "personal problems. 
Eleven marked the "no response" category as their reason for 
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non-involvement. Refer to Table 17 for other significant 
reasons for non-involvement in educational decision-making. 
Item #9 (Action) 
The response of parents to question #9, "Do you visit 
the school?" indicates forty-eight parents visit the school 
"seldom." Thirty-four respondents indicate they visit the 
school "often." No respondents indicated they "never" visit 
the school. 
Item #10 (Attitude) 
Of seventy-seven responses to question #10 regarding 
quality education, fifty-five parent respondents, 71 percent, 
answered "yes." Twenty-two, 28 percent, answered "no." 
Item #11 (Attitude) 
Responses to, "Have you supported the efforts of the 
school to provide quality education?" indicate fifty-two 
parents marked "yes." Twenty-eight indicated "no" to this 
item. 
Item #12 (Attitude) 
Parent responses to, "Do you support parent participa¬ 
tion in the educational decision-making process of the 
school?" reveal seventy—four parents marked yes, while 
eight parents marked "no." 
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TABLE 18 
Parent Responses to Questions Regarding Actual 
Participation in Selected Areas of the 
Educational Decision-Making 
Process in Their School 
Items #16, 17, 18, 19 and 24 (Action) 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 48 331 379 
Expected frequencies 189.5 189.5 379 
2 
The obtained X of 211.2 is larger than the chi square 
of 10.83 with one degree of freedom needed at the .001 level 
of significance. This indicates parents are not significantly 
involved in educational decision-making. Translated to num¬ 
bers, of the total number of responses (N=379), 331 responded 
to the "no" category; forty-eight responses were "yes." In 
each case 189.5 frequencies were expected in the "equal 
chance" hypothesis (see Table 18). 
Item #13 (Attitude) 
Parent participants overwhelmingly agreed they can be 
helpful to the school through support and participation in 
the educational decision-making process. Of the total number 
of responses, (N=82), eighty parents answered "yes." Two 
parents marked "no." 
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Item #14 (Attitude) 
Of eighty-one responses to question #14, "Is parent 
participation a privilege or right?" the majority of parents 
(N—68) , 84 percent, believed it a "right." Thirteen responses 
indicated it was a "privilege." 
Item #15 (Attitude) 
Parent responses to question #15, "Do you feel that 
parents should be involved in the educational decision-making 
process of the school?" revealed a majority (N=53) favored 
the middle category "moderately involved." Twenty-eight 
responded "intensely." No respondents indicated they favored 
the "no involvement at all" response. 
TABLE 19 
Observed and Expected Frequencies of Parent 
Responses Regarding Actual Involvement in 
Educational Decision-Making 
Items #20, 21, 22 and 23 (Action) 
Always Sometimes Never Total 
Observed frequencies 5 33 292 330 
Expected frequencies 110 110 110 330 
A X2 of 455.26 was computed for questions regarding 
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actual parent participation in educational decision-making 
in this particular school. The obtained X2 is significant 
beyond the .001 level since only 13.8 chi square with two 
degrees of freedom is needed at this level. The significant 
2 . 
X indicates the hypothesis of "equal chance" is not accepted. 
An overwhelming number of parents (N-292) indicated they 
perceive themselves "never" actually invovled in educational 
decision-making in school. 
The reader may observe forty-four responses were for 
the "sometimes" cell. Five parents marked the "always" cell 
(see Table 19) . 
Item #25 (Attitude) 
Respondents (N=56) to question #25 indicate they "agree" 
"workshops, in-service sessions and seminars will be helpful 
to parents, students, teachers, administrators and community 
citizens in better understanding the need to communicate and 
work together to improve the conditions of the school and 
community." The reader should also note of the total number 
of responses (N=81), twenty-four parents "strongly agreed." 
One parent "strongly disagreed." 
Item #26 (Attitude) 
Parents' responses to item #26, "There is an important 
need for educators to involve parents and community citizens 
in the planning and decision-making of educational policy 
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making in schools." show parents overwhelmingly agree that it 
is an important need that educators include parents and com¬ 
munity citizens in the planning and decision-making process 
in school. 
In terms of numbers, nineteen respondents, (N=19), 
ted they strongly agree" to item #26; sixty—one indi¬ 
cated they "agree." Two respondents checked "disagree." 
Item #27 (Attitude) 
Respondents to item #27, "People who are affected by 
decisions of institutions and government should have a voice 
in making those decisions." revealed fifty-one parents, 67 
percent, marked "agree" to item #27. Twenty-one parents 
marked "strongly agree." One respondent selected "strongly 
disagree." Five parents marked "disagree." 
Item #28 (Attitude) 
Eighty-three parents responding to "Do you feel that 
the school and community should work together for better 
education?" indicated school and the community should work 
together to improve the quality of education. 
Item #29 (Action) 
Parents responding to item #29, "Name three important 
achievements that the school and community have made in the 
past school year, 1978-1979." indicate lack of cooperation 
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between parents and school working together in activities 
important to school and community. Of the total number 
(N=78) , fifty indicated they had not worked with the school 
on a single activity during the school 1978-1979 year. 
Parents (N=75) 
(03 School) 
Item #1 (Action) 
Parent responses to "Do you presently belong to any 
organization within the school that includes parent partici¬ 
pation in the educational decision-making process?" revealed 
parents perceive they are not significantly involved with 
school organizations concerned with the educational decision¬ 
making process. An examiniation of data revealed that only 
eighteen out of the total number of seventy-five parents 
indicated they belong to a school organization which encourages 
parent participation in the educational decision-making process. 
Conversely, fifty-seven parents indicated that they belonged 
to no such school organization that included them in the 
decision-making process. 
Item #2 
Analysis of question #2, "To which of the following 
parent organizations do you belong?" responses revealed the 
majority of parents (N=50) do not belong to parent-school 
organizations concerned with parent involvement. 
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In terms of numbers, fifty parents, 66 percent, indi¬ 
cated that they do not belong to a parent-school organiza¬ 
tion. Twenty-four respondents indicated they do belong to 
some parent organization in school. Eighteen respondents 
indicated that they belonged to the P.T.A. (Parent Teachers 
Association). Five indicated they belonged to the School 
Community Council. One maintains membership in a Community 
Power Group. 
TABLE 20 
Reasons Given for Non-Involvement of the Parents 
in the Educational Decision-Making Process 
Items #3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 (Action) 
Number of Responses 
6 
23 
10 
1 
1 
Reasons of Response 
Suggestions not implemented 
Time of meeting inconvenient 
Demands too much time 
Felt uncomfortable at meetings 
Too many educators in group 
Table 20 presents information from a majority of parent 
participants (23 of 41) at one school indicating the "time 
of the meetings" as the significant factor for non-involvement 
in the school. Ten of the total number of respondents (N=41) 
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checked "demands too much time" as the reason for their non¬ 
involvement. Other reasons given are presented in Table 20. 
Item #8 (Action) 
In answering item #8, "If there are other reasons for 
your not being involved in the educational decision-making 
of the school, please indicate those reasons," respondents 
indicated "personal problems" as the significant factor for 
lack of involvement. Nine parents listed "no reason." 
Table 20, page 110 contains other reasons for parents' 
non-involvement in the educational decision-making process. 
Item #9 (Action) 
Responses to question #9, "Do you visit the school?" 
indicate forty-eight parents visit the school "seldom." 
Thirty-four respondents indicated they visit the school "often." 
There were no responses to the "never" category. 
Item #10 (Attitude) 
Of the responses to question #10 regarding quality 
education provided by the school, forty-four parents, 62 per¬ 
cent, answered "yes." Twenty-six, 37 percent, answered "no. 
Item #11 (Attitude) 
Of the responses to, "Have you supported the efforts 
of the school to provide quality education?" forty-nine 
II 
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parents replied "yes." Twenty-six answered "no." 
Item #12 (Attitude) 
Of seventy-five parent responses to question #12, "Do 
you support parent participation in the educational decision¬ 
making process of the school?" sixty-three indicated "yes." 
Twelve indicated "no." 
TABLE 21 
Parent Responses to Questions Regarding Actual 
Participation in Selected Areas of the 
Educational Decision-Making 
Process in Their School 
Items #16, 17, 18, 19 and 24 
Yes No Total 
Observed frequencies 37 330 367 
Expected frequencies 183.5 183.5 367 
The obtained X2 of 412.22 is larger than the chi square 
of 10.83 with one degree of freedom, needed at the .001 level 
of significance. This indicates a significant non-involvement 
of parents in educational decision-making in their school. 
Translated to numbers, 330 of the 367 responses were marked 
"no" and only 37 responses were marked "yes." 
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Item #13 (Attitude) 
Parent participation gave similar responses regarding 
parents being helpful to the school through support and 
participation in the educational decision-making process. Of 
seventy-five responses, seventy-one parents answered "yes" to 
this question. Four parents marked "no." 
Item #14 (Attitude) 
Of a total of seventy-four responses to, "Is parent 
participation a privilege or right?" the majority of parents, 
fifty-one, or 68 percent, believed it a "right." Twenty-three 
respondents indicated it was a "privilege." 
Item #15 (Attitude) 
Of the total number of parents responding to question 
#15, "Do you feel that parents should be involved in the 
educational decision-making process of the school?" a majority 
(N=40) of the respondents indicated they favored the "intensely 
involved" category. However, thirty-five respondents were 
for the "moderately involved" category. No respondents 
indicated that they favored the "no involvement at all" 
category. 
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TABLE 22 
Observe and Expected Frequencies of Parent 
Responses Regarding Actual Involvement in 
Educational Decision-Making 
Items #20, 21, 22 and 23 
Always Sometimes Never Total 
Observed frequencies 6 54 240 300 
Expected frequencies 100 100 100 100 
A chi square of 304.32 was computed for the questions 
regarding the actual parent participation in educational 
2 
decision-making. The X is significant beyond the .001 level, 
2 
since only a X of 13.82 is needed at this level with two 
2 . 
degrees of freedom. The significant X indicates the hypo¬ 
thesis of "equal chance" in responses is not accepted. A 
significant number of parents (N=240) indicates they perceive 
themselves "never" actually participating in the educational 
decision-making process in their school. 
Observation of Table 22, page 114 reveals for the reader 
the majority of responses (N=240) was for the "never" category. 
Fifty-four responses were for the middle category. Six 
responses were for the "always" category. 
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Item #25 (Attitude) 
A majority of respondents (N=45) agreed "workshops, 
in service sessions and seminars will be helpful to parents, 
students, teachers, administrators and community citizens in 
better understanding the need to communicate and work together 
to improve the conditions of the school and community." 
Twenty-seven of seventy-five respondents "strongly agreed." 
Two parents "strongly disagreed." 
Item #26 (Attitude) 
Parent responses to this item indicated they agreed 
(N-44) there is an important need for parents to be included 
in the planning and decision-making of educational policy in 
school. Twenty-eight respondents checked "strongly agree." 
Forty-one parents chose "agree." Two parents disagreed with 
this item. 
Item #27 (Attitude) 
Respondents to item #27 indicated they (N=43), or 58 
percent, agreed. Twenty—four parents strongly agreed. No 
responses indicated "strongly disagree." Seven parents 
disagreed with this item. 
Item #28 (Action) 
Ninety-eight percent of the total respondents to item 
#28 (N=7 5) felt the "school and the community should work 
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together to improve the quality of education." 
Item #29 (Action) 
Parent responses to item #29, "Name three important 
achievements that the school and community have made in the 
past school year, 1978-1979," indicated a perception of lack 
of cooperation between parents and school regarding activities 
important to school and community. Of the total number of 
responses (N=74), forty-three indicated they had not worked 
with the school on any one activity during the 1978-1979 school 
year. Thirty-one parents indicated they had worked with the 
school on at least one activity during the same school year. 
Helped in preparation of school lunch for children, helped 
with student discipline at school, helped with vandalism at 
school and helped with Iowa Test of Basic Skills are accom¬ 
plishments by parents. 
Results. Analysis of the data revealed of the total number 
of parents participating in the study (N=208), a majority 
(162 or 77 percent) indicated they had not participated in 
any school policy making where their opinions were sought 
or accepted if offered. This exclusion was particularly evi¬ 
dent in specific areas of decision-making such as curriculum, 
budget, personnel, etc. Further analysis indicated school 
personnel were less comfortable when parents visited the 
school. Data also revealed there was no encouragement for 
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parent participation at any of the three schools. The data 
also indicated a significant number of parents (200 or 96 
percent) believed they could be helpful and wished to be invol¬ 
ved in school activities. Contrary to contention of princi¬ 
pals and some teachers, data from parents reveals most parents 
have no active role in school policy making, therefore, many 
became cynical and apathetic toward the school. 
Data further revealed 144 parents, or 69 percent, indi¬ 
cated they believe it is their right to participate in the 
educational policy making. There seems to be significant 
evidence from parent participants indicating they are not 
encouraged to participate in the educational decision-making 
process, despite the fact they would like to be involved in 
such activities. Parent data show a lack of quantitatively 
or qualitatively significant participation in the educational 
process in all three schools. 
Principals, Teachers and Parents 
Discussion of results. Analysis of the data for the three 
populations (principals, teachers, and parents) revealed 
some interesting information. A summary analysis of the data 
for each group of respondents is presented next. 
Principals. Analysis of data from the principal population 
finds all three principals in total agreement regarding 
parent participation in the educational decision-making 
process within their school. All three stated parents 
should be involved in the educational decision-making. 
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The three principals agreed parents can be helpful to the 
school. They related on the instrument that parents could 
help improve the quality of education in schools. The prin¬ 
cipals said they advocate and advise and approve of parent 
participation in the educational affairs of the school. 
Teachers. Analyses of data from the teacher population 
revealed many of the teachers (N=42 or 45 percent) from 
schools 01 and 03 believed parents should never be involved 
in the educational decision-making process specifically in 
areas of: staff evaluation, staff selection, school budgetary 
decision, school curricula. Conversely, a significant number 
of these teachers (N=62 or 81 percent) did approve of parent 
participation in general areas of school activities such as: 
evaluating student discipline and improving community support 
for schools. Further analyses revealed a majority (N=17) of 
teachers from school 02 were inclined toward parent partici¬ 
pation in educational decision-making in most general areas 
and some specific areas. 
Analyses of the teachers' data also revealed some dis¬ 
agreement among the teacher population regarding their opinion 
of parent participation in specific areas of the school. The 
least disagreement shown was among teachers at school 02. 
Parents. Analysis of data reveals a vast difference between 
principals and teachers, regarding parent participation from 
that of the parent population. Data revealed parents from 
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all three schools believe they are not involved in the 
educational decision-making process. Further analyses of the 
data show there is an absence of viable school organizations 
allowing for meaningful parent participation in policy making. 
Further, principals and teachers neither ask for nor encourage 
parent participation in the creation of school policies. Data 
also revealed parents believe principals do not encourage 
parent involvement in the affairs of the school at any level, 
particularly in areas of: faculty selection, evaluation, firing, 
school priorities and goals, and educational plans for the 
future. 
Concluding Analyses. One hundred fifty-four parents agree 
they have a right to participate in the educational policy 
making and believe they should be included in the process. 
Collective data analyses revealed no significant dis¬ 
agreements among principals regarding parent participation in 
the educational decision-making process. However, there was 
some disagreement among teachers regarding parent partici¬ 
pation in specific areas of educational decision-making. The 
greatest disagreement was from schools 01 and 03. Final 
analyses of the parent data revealed agreement from a signi¬ 
ficant number (N=203) regarding involvement in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process. They have a desire to work 
toward helping to improve the quality of education and the 
condition of the schools. 
Conclusively, data revealed among the three popula- 
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tions of principals, teachers and parents, schools 01 and 03 
registered the most negative responses regarding parent 
participation. Principals further maintained parents are 
involved in the decision-making process, some teachers believe 
parents should participate and are indeed encouraged to 
participate in school activities. Conversely, parent responses 
revealed a lack of quantitative and qualitative parent parti- 
cipation in educational decision-making. They further believe 
parents do not participate significantly in school policy 
making. 
Opinion of Superintendents Regarding 
Parent Participation in Educational 
Decision-Making; An Analysis 
From 1970 to 1976, as Assistant Principal and Principal, 
the researcher was directly involved with the New Haven school 
community councils. The councils provided a mechanism for 
parents and community citizens to participate in education 
activities of local schools. The writer became aware of the 
need for support for councils from boards of education and 
from local school superintendents. This local support was 
necessary for parent organizations to be viable, effective 
and productive. Support from the board of education com¬ 
municated to the superintendent a sense of commitment, thus 
enhancing support from the superintendent. Characteristics 
of the office of superintendent usually dictate an atmos¬ 
phere of cooperation and support for parent participation 
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from the school administrators, principals, and assistant 
principals. The chance for success of any parent organiza¬ 
tion is increased when there is total educational organiza¬ 
tional support for it. (School system from the Board of 
Education to the classroom teachers.) 
The writer sought interviews from the past and present 
school superintendents of New Haven. 
To avoid the disclosure of superintendents' names, the 
investigator has identified them as superintendent #1 and #2. 
"Number two" identifies New Haven's past superintendent, (1975- 
78). Number one "identifies" the present superintendent, 
(1978-present). The interviews were conducted in an effort 
to determine their perception of the quantity and quality 
of parent participation in educational decision-making in 
urban public schools in New Haven. The research was based 
on the premise that attitudes and support of the Chief 
Administrator of a given school system helps to determine the 
effectiveness of parent participation. The following 
questions and responses resulted from the interviews. 
Interview of two superintendents regarding parent participa¬ 
tion in educational decision-making of urban middle schools, 
New Haven, Connecticut, 1978. 
The following questions were asked: 
1. Do you feel that parents should be involved in the 
educational affairs of the school? (Example: 
(a) Library Aide; (b) Teachers' Aide; (c) Playground 
Supervisor, etc.). 
2. Do you feel that parents should be involved in the 
educational decision-making process of the school? 
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(Example: (a) Curriculum Committee; (b) Personnel 
Committee; (c) Evaluation Committee, etc.). 
3. Citizens and educators are recognizing that improve¬ 
ment in the schools and community support for educa¬ 
tion occurs only when schools and communities are 
open and when the educational consumer (students, 
parents, and community members) have a strong and 
honest part in setting policy and making decisions. 
What is your reaction to this? 
4. Would you advocate and advise strong citizen partici¬ 
pation in the educational decision-making of schools? 
5. Do you feel that parents' involvement will be sus¬ 
tained over a longer period of time, if they are 
involved in the educational decision-making process 
of the school? 
6. Do you feel that involving parents in the educational 
decision-making process is a good thing to do or the 
right thing to do? 
7. Do you feel that much of the apathy and cynicism of 
parents is caused by voicelessness in the issues of 
education affecting their children? 
8. Do you feel that parents working with school people 
can make a difference and that democratic participa¬ 
tion is an important part of American life and can 
help improve schools? 
9. Do you feel that there should be greater parent par¬ 
ticipation in the educational process of the schools? 
10. Do you see future trends relevant to parent partici¬ 
pation in schools for the latter part of the '70s 
and beyond? 
Superintendents' responses: 
Question #1 Superintendent #2. Yes, but not to agrogate the 
principal's role and as long as the involve— 
ment does not imply that the principal will 
lose any of his authority and will not lead 
to parent takeover of the school. Parents 
interest should be in the child's academic and 
social growth, the S.A.T. (Scholastic Aptitude 
Test) scores in Math, Science, English, etc. 
and how well he or she is prepared. Yes, by 
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Question 
Question 
Question 
Question 
Question 
Question 
all means. 
Superintendent #1. Absolutely, in every way 
possible. 1 
^ Superintendent #2. Only in an advisory capacity. 
Parents are not completely conversant in that 
area and depending upon competence. 
Superintendent #1. Yes, but with the under¬ 
standing that there are limitations to their 
involvement. 
#3 Superintendent #2. Setting policy is by the 
Board of Education and not parents. No. 
Superintendent #1. Yes! Good! This would 
make it easy to implement policies. 
$4 Superintendent #2. I would like to see strong 
participation as long as it (participation) does 
not interfere with the function of the 
authority (administration). 
Superintendent #1. Yes, so long as there is 
understanding as to what their limitations are. 
#5 Superintendent #2. Yes, depending upon the 
situation. 
Superintendent #1. Yes, if they believe that 
their involvement has importance. 
#6 Superintendent #2. Yes, definitely. It 
(involving parents in the educational decision¬ 
making) is a healthy thing to do. This would 
make parents more accountable and responsive 
to their responsibilities. 
Superintendent #1. Both are highly desirable 
things to do. 
#7 Superintendent #2. No, from the parents them¬ 
selves. The quest for materialistic gains 
creates apathy. 
Superintendent #1. Lack of evidence that their 
children are better students for adult life. 
Superintendent #2. Yes, I think so. Partners 
to education but not sole ownership. 
Question #8 
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Superintendent #1. Absolutely! Yes. 
Question #9 Superintendent «2. Yes, public relations and 
the encouragement from parent organizations 
advising parent participation. 
Superintendent #1. Definitely!! Yes. More 
individual parents to get involved. 
Question #10 Superintendent #2. Yes, a change in attitudes 
as far as discipline and attendance. Away from 
the proliferation of courses to more of the 
basics with parents being a part. 
Superintendent #1. Absolutely! More accounta¬ 
bility of teachers from parents. More parent 
involvement in the educational decision-making 
process and a more actively involved community 
with the school(s) in their community. 
TABLE 23 
Superintendents' Opinion Regarding Parent 
Participation in Educational 
Decision-Making 
(N-2) 
Present 
Supt. #1 
Past 
Supt. #2 
% Present 
Supt. #1 
Past 
Supt. #2 
Yes 9 7 Yes 90.0 70.0 
No 1 3 NO 10.0 30.0 
The responses obtained from superintendents revealed 
superintendent #1 feels strongly regarding parents' partici¬ 
pation in the educational decision-making process. Superin¬ 
tendent #1 responded affirmatively to 90 percent of the total 
number of questions (N-10). 
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The responses from Superintendent #2 indicate a more 
conservative opinion regarding parent participation in educa¬ 
tional decision-making. Of the ten questions, superintendent 
#2 responded affirmatively to 70 percent of the interview. 
The writer concluded from the responses that superin¬ 
tendent #1 appears supportive of involving parents in the 
educational decision-making process. Superintendent #2 
appears less supportive regarding parents' involvement in 
schools. 
The researcher made no attempt to articulate reasons 
for opposing viewpoints of the superintendents. However, 
presentation of a brief profile of both superintendents may 
suggest reasons for differences of opinions to certain 
questions. 
Superintendent #1 is 22 years younger than superinten¬ 
dent #2 (64 years old). Both superintendents are white 
males. Both men born in Connecticut, and have been employed 
in the school system for a number of years (see Table 23, 
page 124). 
Opinions of Board of Education Members Regarding 
Parent Participation in Educational Decision- 
Making; An Analysis 
Section 10-220 of the Connecticut General Statutes sets 
forth the "Duties of the Board of Education" in the State of 
Connecticut as follows (in part): 
Board of Education shall maintain in their several 
towns good public elementary and secondary schools 
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implement the educational interests of the state 
and provide such other educational activities as 
in their judgment will best serve the interest 
of the town . . . 70 
Members of the Board of Education, academic year 1977-78 
are indicated by letters (BM = Board Member) and by numerals 
to avoid disclosure. The members are: 
Term Expires 
BM #1 1979 
BM #2 1980 
BM #3 1980 
BM #4 1978 
BM #5 1981 
BM #6 1979 
BM #7 1980 
BM #8 Mayor 
The governing manual (Board of Education's Policies & 
By-Laws) supposedly used by the Board, in existence since 
1977, was thought to be outdated. 
Norcott and Koral (1976) state that: 
. . . the local Board of Education plays a complex 
role in the public educational process. New Haven 
is not really that much different from other urban 
centers which have high concentrations of minority 
citizens in the inner city. Although New Haven is 
not as large as New York or Washington, D.C., the 
problems faced by the Board of Education in a city 
with an ever-increasing minority student population 
are readily identifiable. Faced with declining 
70Cited in Flemming Norcott and Jacqueline Koral, 
Pinpointing the Crisis in Urban Education: A Community_Looks 
at Itself, Center for Advocacy, Research and Planning, Inc., 
1977, p. 6. 
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budgets, deteriorating physical plants, strained 
labor relations that frequently culminate in 
crippling teachers strikes and other related pro¬ 
blems, the local school board has evolved into a 
strange hybrid of volunteer citizen and adminis¬ 
trator. Individual board members must, at times, 
be accountant, policeman, judge and jury, and 
public relations expert.'1 
Each board member was interviewed in an effort to 
obtain an opinion relevant to parent participation in the 
educational decision-making process in New Haven public 
schools. The next few pages present questions and responses 
elicited from each board member. 
Interview of Board of Education members regarding parent parti- 
cipation in the educational decision-making process in urban 
middle schools—New Haven, Connecticut, 1978. 
The following ten questions were asked each of the 
eight Board of Education members of New Haven: 
1. Do you feel that parents should be involved in the 
daily affairs of the school? 
Example: a. Teacher's Aide 
b. Library Aide 
c. Cafeteria Mother 
d. Playground Supervisor 
e. Hall Monitor 
2. Do you feel that parents should be involved in the 
educational decision-making process of the school? 
Example: a. Curriculum Committee 
b. Personnel Committee. 
c. Evaluation Committee 
d. Budget Committee 
3. Citizens and educators are recognizing that improve¬ 
ment in schools and community support for education 
occurs only when schools and communities are open to 
each other. When the educational consumer (students, 
^Norcott and Koral, loc. cit., p. 13. 
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4. 
KESS8' a^d community members) has a strong and 
honest part in setting policy and making decisions. 
What is your reaction to this statement? 
Would you advocate and advise 
pation in the educational deci 
schools? 
intense parent partici- 
sion-making process of 
Do you feel that the School-Community Council is a 
good mechanism for democratic parent participation 
in the educational decision-making process of the 
schools? 
6. Do you feel that involving parents in the educational 
decision-making of schools is a good thinq to do or 
the right thinq to do? - 
7. Do you feel that much of the apathy and cynicism of 
parents is caused by voicelessness in the issues of 
education affecting their children? 
8. Do you feel that parents working with school people 
can make a difference in schools and that democratic 
participation is an important part of American life 
and can help improve schools? 
9. Do you feel that there should be greater parent parti¬ 
cipation in the<educational process of the schools? 
10. Do you see future trends being relevant to parent 
participation in schools for the latter part of the 
'70s and beyond? 
Board members1 2 3 4 responses. 
Board Member #1: 
1. Yes. In some ways. 
2. Noli Parents aren't professionals. It is not the 
parents' responsibility to evaluate the school per¬ 
sonnel . 
3. Sure, I believe this. It is important that this kind 
of relationship exist. Yes. 
4. Yes, but how? In what way(s) can parents be involved 
in (a) meaningful way(s) in the schools in (a) struc¬ 
tured way(s)? In a way that parents would not assume 
control of the school? 
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4. 
parents, and community members) has a strong and 
What ln se“ln9 Policy and making decisions. 
What is your reaction to this statement? 
"™“you advocate and advise intense parent partici- 
schools?11 the educatlonal decision-making process of 
Do you feel that the School-Community Council is a 
good mechanism for democratic parent participation 
m the educational decision-making process of the 
schools? 
6. Do you feel that involving parents in the educational 
decision-making of schools is a good thing to do or 
the right thing to do? - 
7. Do you feel that much of the apathy and cynicism of 
parents is caused by voicelessness in the issues of 
education affecting their children? 
8. Do you feel that parents working with school people 
can make a difference in schools and that democratic 
participation is an important part of American life 
and can help improve schools? 
9. Do you feel that there should be greater parent parti¬ 
cipation in the<educational process of the schools? 
10. Do you see future trends being relevant to parent 
participation in schools for the latter part of the 
'70s and beyond? 
Board members' responses. 
Board Member #1: 
1. Yes. In some ways. 
2. No!! Parents aren't professionals. It is not the 
parents' responsibility to evaluate the school per¬ 
sonnel . 
3. Sure, I believe this. It is important that this kind 
of relationship exist. Yes. 
4. Yes, but how? In what way(s) can parents be involved 
in (a) meaningful way(s) in the schools in (a) struc¬ 
tured way (s)? In a way that parents would not assume 
control of the school? 
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The mechanism is good to get parents involved. How- 
lt: 1S dlfficult to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the school-community council, it has been an inde¬ 
pendent organization for only two years. 
6. It is the right thing to do, to involve parents 
meaningfully in the school. In a meaningful way and 
for the ultimate concern for better education and gains 
for the students. 
Much of the community apathy and cynicism is a cause 
of social problems in our society, unemployment, crime, 
inadequate health services, poor housing conditions, 
etc. I am convinced that some teachers and school 
administrators (principals, assistant principals, etc.) 
help to compound the situation by being insensitive 
and unresponsive to parents. The school is partially 
the (sic) blame for parent frustration. 
8. It does and it should. 
9. The development of sound programs that would reinforce 
positive parent involvement. A commitment by parents 
and school to work together for better school and 
community. 
10. Yes, very much so. With legislature taking a strong 
position for parents to be more responsible to and 
accountable for their children. More school structure 
that allows for more parent participation in schools 
and more accountability from school personnel, teachers, 
and administrators. 
Board Member #2. 
1. Definitely so. 
2. Yes, especially in the area of curriculum. 
3. Yes, very important. A meaningful partnership could 
be developed. 
4. Very definitely so. 
5. Noll Because the school-community councils have a 
close membership. Not every parent can become a mem¬ 
ber at the same time. I would support and recommend 
the P.T.A. (Parent Teacher Association) Organization. 
The Parent Teachers Association is not a close mem¬ 
bership organization. 
6. This is the right thing to do. Parents should be 
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involved in the decision-making of the school. 
7. Very definitely so. 
8. Very much so. Yes!! 
9. Yes, school and community being more open and honest 
with each other and then working together toward the 
goal of quality education for all children. 
10. The younger parents are going to become more involved 
in school affairs. The young parents are going to 
be more vocal and they are going to demand more 
accountability from all of the school personnel, 
especially the teachers and the principals. 
Board Member #3: 
1. Sure. 
2. Parents should have a right to say what room their 
children should be in. I don't think parents should 
evaluate teachers. 
3. Parents should have some input in the decision-making 
process affecting their children. The Board, however, 
sets policy for this right. 
4. I advocate more parent visitation and then participa¬ 
tion. With parents being aware of what is going on 
in school. By visiting the schools more the parents 
then become more aware and then can participate more 
effectively. Yes, visitation before being involved 
in the decision-making process. 
5. I think it is a good organization, if it is accompanied 
by good goals. 
6. This is the only thing to do if you want good schools. 
Definitely if you can vote. 
7. No!! They (parents) do have voices if they would use 
it. Parents are not encouraged to use their voice. 
8. Parents make a complete difference. 
9. Meaningful meetings must be held. An example is a 
day to exhibit activities of the school. Yes, with 
parents participating in the planning and supervision. 
10. Yes, greater participation will be seen. Parents 
will remain the same. As demand more from school 
people. 
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Board Member #4: 
1. Yes, very much so. 
2. They should. 
3. Yes, I think that this is important. The Board of 
Education can no longer address and solve all of the 
many problems of urban education, we must include 
the community in the educational decision-making 
process as partners. 
4. Yes, I have been doing this for years. 
5. Yes, but it could be better. 
6. It is the right thing to do. 
7. Yes!! Parents should definitely be involved in the 
decision-making process. Parents should demand more 
accountability from the school personnel. 
8. Yes, I have always said this. This is very important 
if we are going to have good education in schools. 
9. I think greater family structure. By this I mean, 
more parents, both parents, showing a greater interest 
in the education of their children. 
10. Yes, and I see more parents becoming involved in the 
educational policies of the school. I see more 
parents exercising their voice on school issues. I 
also see the state and federal government mandating 
more parental participation and making money available 
to help. I see more families knowing their roots, 
where they came from and being proud. How to hold 
their head high and becoming participating citizens 
in society as a result of a good education because 
their parents demanded this from the schools. 
Board Member #5: 
1. Yes, education cannot successfully function without 
parents. 
2. Yes, school and home. 
3. I agree. 
4. Yes, very much so. It should be structured into each 
school. 
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5. The concept is good. However, the concent- ha<= 
this"is^not ££?* “* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 tSS" 
6. Involving parents is the 
definitely. 
necessary thing to do. Most 
7• This is the major reason. 
8. Yes, most definitely. 
9. To require all principals' job descriptions to include 
parents in the educational policies and decisions of 
Mandate that parents come to school for 
child(ren) report card(s) at each marking period. I 
would also request parents to come to school for 
warning slips. I think by involving parents more in 
the educational decision-making process of the schools 
the participation enriches the academic atmosphere for 
students to learn. I think parents should definitely 
be more involved in the evaluation of staff at each 
school. This would include the principals and teachers 
especially. 
10. Yes, very much so. I see more parents being involved 
and that this participation will be in a more serious 
and viable way than presently. 
Board Member #6: 
1. Yes. 
2. In an advisory capacity. 
3. I think that parents, students and community citizens 
should be involved in this policy and decision-making 
process. 
4. Yes, structured. By structured, I mean to allow for 
meaningful participation, not to allow parents to 
assume control of the schools. Having definite 
responsibilities and functions that would help the 
school and community—and the children to obtain the 
best education—and school experiences. 
5. Yes, properly weighed, the original plan. Yes. 
6. It is good and the right thing to do. 
7. I think that the apathy and cynicism prevalent of 
parents is due to lack of understanding. A lack of 
understanding of the system. I mean the educational 
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system. 
8. Yes, yes, definitely. 
9. It should be required that every teacher encouraqe 
their students to try and get their parents to become 
involved in the school. 
10. Sure, I see future trends of more parents and community 
citizens becoming active in the policy and decisions 
of the school. I see more parents becoming more 
understanding of the school system. I see the school 
system emphasizing more parent participation. 
Board Member #7: 
1. Yes. 
2. Yes, of course. 
3. Yes. 
4. Yes. 
5. No, the community council is not working properly. 
The Parent Teacher Association (P.T.A.) is a better 
organization for parents to work. All parents can 
participate. 
6. Good thing, because schools would work better. 
7. Really do not care. Then many Spanish speaking 
parents cannot understand the English language. 
Because of this, many Spanish speaking parents do 
not know what is going on. 
8. Yes, of course. 
9. Having special meetings, by this I mean, having a 
translator so that the Spanish speaking parents can 
understand what is going on at the meetings. Send 
out flyers and publicize school meetings. 
10. Yes, in some ways. I see working together and caring 
more by parents and school. I see also better 
schools because of this. I mean relationships 
between community and school. 
Board Member #8: 
1. Absolutely. In significant ways and not token ways. 
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2. Yes, and parents should be represented on all sub¬ 
committees. Example: curriculum, budget, evaluation, 
3. True. After-school programs also, 
4. Absolutely and accountability. 
5. The vehicle is good if the participants would work 
together. Guidelines must be defined. 
6. Both. Also a necessary thing to do. 
7. No, but parents must be involved in real decisions. 
8. X do, Martin Luther King School (an elementary school 
in the system) has the highest degree of parent 
participation in the city and the academic success 
of the students is visible. 
9. That it is clear to principals that parents should be 
involved in school policies. That parents be encour¬ 
aged to visit and participate in the activities of 
the school. 
10. I see an increased awareness among administrators 
that parent participation is necessary. However, if 
parents are not interested, it is not going to work. 
The writer refrained from cross questioning the respon¬ 
dents. This approach was intentional. Only in instances 
when response clarification was necessary did the writer 
ask questions of the respondents during the interview. 
TABLE 24 
Opinions of Board of Education Members Regarding 
Parent Participation in Educational 
Decision-Making 
(N=8) 
BMl BM2 BM3 BM4 BM5 BM6 BM7 BM8 Total 
% 
Yes 
No 
9 
1 
9 
1 
9 
1 
10 
0 
9 
1 
9 
1 
9 
1 
9 
1 
73 
7 
.9125 
. 0875 
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Table 24, page 134, contains responses from members of 
the Board of Education concerning parent participation in 
educational decision-making in public schools in New Haven. 
Eight Board members responded to each of the questions. 
All questions elicited a "yes" or "no" response. There 
was a total of seventy-three "yes" responses and seven "no" 
responses. 
Table 24 indicates Board of Education members over¬ 
whelmingly support parent participation in educational 
decision-making in the public schools in New Haven, Connecticut. 
Summary and Conclusion 
The study analyzed several patterns of opinions, past 
and present, regarding parent participation in the educational 
decision-making process in New Haven public schools. Review¬ 
ing the literature presented scope of parent participation in 
educational decision-making in American Urban public schools, 
revealing the lack of involvement in school policy-making of 
Black and minority citizens. The literature also presented 
evidence that minorities rarely participate effectively in 
school activities. Urban parents were presented as having 
little impact upon educational change. Throughout the 
history of American public education, few Blacks and minori¬ 
ties are noted as educational change agents. While history 
documents this exclusion of Blacks and minorities, it simul¬ 
taneously documents the lack of quality education provided by 
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he same system for poor and minority children. The public 
school system has provided quality education for the more 
privileged middle and upper class white people. From the 
literature presented in this study, one can see that parent 
participation in school may be an important factor contri¬ 
buting to quality education and student academic success. 
Clark states that: 
. . . the affluent suburban schools with high 
student achievement are constantly aware of 
parental overseeing; even without "hard data," 
one can perceive that those schools respond to 
the community and parent as schools usually do 
not in ghetto neighborhoods. In any event, the 
role of the parents in the school is regarded 
as one of the significant factors contributing 
to the students.'2 
Reading and mathematics test scores: A comparison among three 
urban middle schools in New Haven, Connecticut. 
Tyack, Clark, Barnes, Friedman, Comer, Davies, et al., 
agree community citizens and parents should be significantly 
involved in effective ways in the educational policy-making 
of urban public schools. 
The researcher hypothesized that there is a positive 
relationship between the degree of parent participation and 
student academic achievement. The investigator obtained 
reading and math test scores from New Haven schools Research 
Evaluation Department for the three participating schools 
(01, 02, and 03). Test scores (Iowa Test of Basic Skills) 
72Kenneth B. Clark, A Possible Reality (New York: 
Emerson Hall, 1972), p. 143. 
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were from 1978-79. 
Test scores of the three middle schools were recorded 
and compared, to ascertain whether there was a significant 
correlation between schools with students of high test scores 
and those with positive parent involvement. 
The writer hypothesized that schools with significant 
parent participation were positively correlated with the 
schools where students had high test scores. 
No attempt was made to compare scores with any other 
schools in the New Haven School System, but those three par¬ 
ticipating. The school building, grade, number of students, 
and the building average scores are listed in Table 25 (page 
139) . Reading and math scores appearing in parentheses are 
from 1978. The scores without parentheses are from 1979. 
Composite test scores for 1978 are also in parentheses. Com¬ 
posite scores for 1979 have no parentheses (see Table 25, 
page 139) . 
Summary of Test Scores and Comparison to the 
Level of Parent Participation 
The writer notes of the three participating schools 
(Roberto Clemente, Jackie Robinson, and Betsy Ross), Roberto 
Clemente has grade levels 6, 7, and 8. The other two schools 
have grades 5 through 8. 
The investigator compared only levels 6, 7, and 8 in 
order to maximize the reliability of comparison among the 
three schools. 
138 
On Table 25, (page 139) it is interesting to note 
students at Betsy Ross School scored higher on every grade 
level than students at Jackie Robinson and Roberto Clemente 
schools. Yet students at Jackie Robinson scored higher than 
students at Roberto Clemente in reading, on all levels, and 
in math on level 6. Students at Roberto Clemente scored 
higher in math on level 7 only. 
Comparing students in Grade 5 in Jackie Robinson and 
Betsy Ross schools, students at Betsy Ross School scored 
higher in reading; students at Jackie Robinson scored higher 
in math. (See Table 25, page 139). 
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TABLE 25 
TEST SCORES - READING AND MATH 
# of 
Building Grade Students 
Building Average Scores 
Reading Math ComposTte 
Roberto 
Clementea 
6 
7 
8 
267 
254 
246 
47 
(48) 
55 
(51) 
68 
(60) 
51 
(50) 
61 
(59) 
70 
(62) 
49 
(49) 
58 
(55) 
69 
(61) 
5 165 43 46 44 
(41) (45) (43) 
6 175 52 55 53 
Jackie (49) (50) (49) 
Robinson 7 158 57 60 58 
(52) (59) (55) 
8 192 70 70 70 
(65) (68) (66) 
5 54 46 45 45 
(45) (47) (46) 
6 67 56 56 56 
(55) (56) (56) 
Betsy 7 75 65 65 65 
Rossc (60) (64) (62) 
8 89 78 78 78 
(77) (76) (76) 
Note: Percentage of parents participating in the educational 
decision-making process at the three schools: (a) 20 percent, 
(b) 23 percent, and (c) 24 percent. 
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A Brief Summary of Test Scores From 
the Three Participating Schools 
Analysis of test scores (Table 25, page 139) revealed 
with the exception of test scores for eighth grade students 
at Betsy Ross School, test scores vary no more than eight 
months at any one school. (The composite score for math and 
reading is seven years, eight months compared with scores of 
six years, nine months at Roberto Clemente and seven years 
at Jackie Robinson.) 
When test scores are compared with parent participation 
data, a positive relationship becomes evident, even if insig- 
nificant, between test scores of students and the degree of 
parent participation in educational decison-making in the 
schools involved in the study. For example, analysis of the 
parent questionnarie data revealed parents at Betsy Ross 
School had the highest participation rating (24 percent) 
relevant to the degree of participation in school decision¬ 
making organizations. It must also be made clear there was a 
lack of significant parent participation (20 percent at 
Roberto Clemente, 23 percent at Jackie Robinson, 24 percent 
at Betsy Ross) in any of the participating schools (Parent 
participation would be considered significant when 50 percent 
or more parents indicated they belonged to one or more organi¬ 
zations at schools allowing for parent participation in 
educational decision-making). 
Dr. Martin Klotz, director of Research Evaluation and 
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Planning (REAP) for New Haven Public Schools, noted most 
schools showed some, but not significant, improvement in the 
1979 test scores when compared with the 1978 scores (see 
Table 25, page 139). The results of test scores when compared 
with the level of parent participation are also consistent 
with Klotz, who concludes: 
. . . results indicate that an improved partnership 
of students, parents and educators can produce 
significant academic gains.^3 
In summary, it can be stated schools with greater parent 
participation seem to show a correspondingly higher level of 
test performance by students. Although none of the schools 
had parent participation that approached the 50 percent 
margin, indicating significant participation, students in 
schools with a higher level of parent participation also had 
higher test scores. The researcher believes that because 
students at none of the participating schools scored at grade 
level in reading or math, coupled with the low level of parent 
participation, supports the contention of a positive relation¬ 
ship between parent participation in schools and student 
achievement. 
The investigator concludes that the aformentioned 
hypothesis; "there is a positive relationship between signi¬ 
ficant parent participation and higher student academic 
achievement," has not been supported by research presented. 
73Martin Klotz, A Guide to Achievement Test Scores, 
(An unpublished manuscript), New Haven Public Schools, 1979. 
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None of the schools presented data showing significant parent 
participation. However, some evidence was presented showing 
a positive although nonsignificant relationship between parent 
Participation and student achievement. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The central focus of this study was to determine what 
relationship, if any, existed between schools with significant 
parent participation in the educational decision-making pro¬ 
cess and academic achievement of students in those schools. 
An examination of the literature revealed a dearth of extant 
documents related to parent participation in urban schools, 
and an insignificance of parent participation in educational 
decision-making. The writer noted, that schools in which 
there was a lack of significant parent participation were 
attended largely by minority students of low socioeconomic 
background. Conversely, literature shows a significant 
increase of parent participation in schools attended by a 
larger percentage of white middle class students. 
In general, the literature and studies examined by the 
investigator supported a positive relationship between signi¬ 
ficant parent participation in educational decision-making in 
schools with high student academic achievement. This posi¬ 
tive relationship was evident in schools with predominantly 
minority enrollments as well as those in white middle class 
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neighborhoods. For example, one report revealed students 
(more than 90% Black) at the Martin Luther King Elementary 
School in New Haven, Connecticut scored significantly higher 
in reading and math than elementary school students in a 
comparison group. Students at the King School were partici¬ 
pants in a program associated with Yale University in which 
parents were significantly involved in educational decision¬ 
making. Similar results were reported in other schools in 
which there was significant parent participation in school 
affairs. 
The purpose of this study was to assess parent partici¬ 
pation in the educational decision-making process in three 
selected urban schools in New Haven, Connecticut, and to 
answer the following questions: (1) Were parents encouraged 
by the schools to participate in the educational decision¬ 
making process? (2) What was the level of parent participation 
in the educational decision-making process in the schools? 
(3) Did parents want to participate in the educational 
decision-making process of the schools? and (4) Was there 
evidence that parents can make a difference in the quality 
of education provided for urban city school children through 
their participation? 
To answer the foregoing questions and test the hypo¬ 
thesis that there is a positive relationship between parent 
participation in the educational decision-making process in 
schools and student academic achievement, questionnaires and 
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structured interviews were administered to parents, teachers, 
principals, superintendents, and members of the Board of 
Education in the selected middle schools. Data were analyzed 
by two statistical procedures: chi square and percentage 
distributions. 
Conclusions 
Based on an analysis of the data, the following conclu¬ 
sions were reached: 
1. There was unanimous agreement among principals that 
they perceive parents as encouraged to participate 
in the '.educational decision-making process in the 
schools in the study. 
2. There was in reality (or as perceived by parents) a 
lack of significant parent participation in the 
educational decision-making process in the schools. 
3. A significant number of parents indicated a desire 
to participate in the educational decision-making 
process in the schools. 
4. There was a difference in the quality of parent parti¬ 
cipation and the quality of education provided for 
urban school students as perceived by parents. 
5. There was some evidence to suggest a positive rela¬ 
tionship between parent participation in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process in schools and aca¬ 
demic achievement of students. 
A brief summary of data and other supportive information is 
presented for each of the five conclusions. 
Agreement Among Principals Regarding Parent Participation. 
in reference to schools, 01 (Roberto Clemente) school princi¬ 
pal indicated that he "always" encouraged parents to partici¬ 
pate in the educational decision-making process of his school 
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The 03 school (Jackie Robinson) principal indicated the same 
kind of response, while the 02 (Betsy Ross) principal 
responded "sometimes." 
Lack of Significant Parent Participation in the Schools. 
Forty-seven parents or 22 percent, of the parents indicated 
they participate in the educational decision-making process 
of their school. Only 20 percent of parents at 01 school, 
23 percent of 03 school parents and 24 percent of 02 school 
parents indicated they participated in the educational policy 
making of their schools. 
Parents Indicated Their Desire to Participate in the Schools. 
Parent responses (203 or 97 percent) indicated their desire 
to participate in educational activities of the school. Forty- 
five percent of the parents indicated they should be intensely 
involved in the educational affairs of the school, conversely, 
53 percent indicated they should be only "moderately" involved 
in the educational decision-making process. 
Principals indicated that parents were indeed involved 
in the educational decision-making process in their schools 
and are also encouraged to participate in the affairs of the 
school. Parents' responses to the same issues indicate a 
wide disparity of opinion. 
Seventy-eight percent of the total parents' responses 
indicate they perceive themselves not involved in school 
activities, especially in specific areas of educational 
147 
decision-making. Principals maintain parents are included in 
school policy making and indeed have an active role. Teachers 
unanimously agreed they support parent participation in their 
schools. Parents' responses, however, continue to reveal a 
dearth of meaningful parent participation in public middle 
schools in New Haven, Connecticut. 
Significance of Parent Participation on Quality Education. 
The investigator listed supportive evidence in the form of 
case studies and other related literature to support the 
contention that parents can make a difference in the quality 
of education provided for urban school students. 
Within the investigator's own study, data was presented 
to support (however slight) the hypothesis that parent parti¬ 
cipation in school may be a factor that contributes signifi¬ 
cantly to higher student achievement. Data presented also 
supported the fact that parents can make a difference in the 
quality of education provided by urban schools. 
Relationship Between Parent Participation and Student 
Achievement. The data provided evidence, as measured by the 
Iowa Test of Basic Skills, for a positive realtionship between 
parent participation in educational decision-making in schools 
and student academic achievement. 
While there was an absence of data to support on-going 
and significant parent participation in educational decision¬ 
making at any of the selected schools, data revealed that 
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higher academic achievement was evident in the schools when 
compared with each other school in the study. A contributing 
factor to the higher achievement was parental participation. 
Recommendations 
Two sets of recommendations are made: one includes 
recommendations for schools to include a process to increase 
the level of parent participation in the educational decision¬ 
making process; the second includes recommendations for 
further research relevant to parent participation in schools. 
Based on the conclusions reached in this study, it is 
recommended that the Board of Education promulgate a policy 
supporting active participation of parents, community citi¬ 
zens and students in the educational decision-making process 
in the schools of New Haven, Connecticut. 
In order to effect this policy the following specific 
recommendations are made: 
1. Outline strategy of specific ways to implement 
such a policy should be developed by each school. 
2. Parents, community citizens and students should be 
given proportional authority in educational 
decision-making matters. 
3. The functions of the mechanism developed to imple¬ 
ment the policy should be monitored by a steering 
committee composed of parents, community citizens, 
teachers, students and principals. 
During the course of this research additional problems 
have arisen which the author could not investigate. Moreover, 
basic questions have been raised in connection with this 
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study. Therefore, several suggestions are made for future 
research. It is recommended that: 
1. A study be conducted in which schools with signi¬ 
ficant parent participation are compared with 
schools without parent participation. 
2. A study be undertaken to assess the level of 
parent participation at the elementary and high 
school levels as well as the middle school level. 
One may be able to ascertain whether school level 
is a significant variable in the parent partici¬ 
pation and student academic achievement paradigm. 
3. A study be conducted to assess the relationship 
between parent participation in the educational 
decision-making process and affective components 
of learning as well as cognitive aspects. 
4. A study be conducted to ascertain the possible 
relationship between parent participation and 
student achievement in urban schools with those 
of suburban schools. 
This study was presented in the context of the persis¬ 
tent continuing failure of urban schools to provide quality 
educational services for many poor and minority children. 
It is not offered, nor should it be interpreted, as a panacea 
for contemporary crises in urban education. But rather, it is 
offered as a suggestion for change within the present urban 
school structure. It is written with the belief that schools 
need a change and that change is possible. 
Gentry et al., stated that "... hope is the key to 
education and to a healthy society and . . . hope can be 
,,74 
structured into our system. 
74Atron Gentry et al.. Urban Education: The Hope Factor 
(Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders Company, 1972), p. 19. 
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Martin Luther King also stated: 
Where a missionary zeal has been demonstrated by 
school administrators and teachers, and where 
this dedication has been backed by competence, 
funds and a desire to involve parents, much has 
been accomplished. But by and large American 
educators, despite occasional rhetoric to the 
contrary, have not dedicated themselves to the 
rapid improvement of the education of the poor.75 
Benjamin L. Hooke stated his views this way: 
Our children are virtually powerless to act for 
themselves. It is left to parents, citizens, 
public officials and responsible leaders in com¬ 
munities across the nation to assume the role 
of advocates for educational standards of long 
neglected schools and to strengthen the system 
of public education.76 
75Martin Luther King, Where Do We Go From Here: Chaos 
or Community (New York: Bantam Books, Inc., 1968), p. 227. 
76Benjamin L. Hooke, "Government and the Advancement 
of Social Justice, Health, Welfare, Education and Civil 
Riqhts." (Part 4 of a 9 part report of the President's 
Commission for a National Agenda for the Eighties), December 
12, 1980, p. 126. 
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APPENDIX A 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS OF THREE URBAN MIDDLE SCHOOL 
PRINCIPALS REGARDING PARENT PARTICIPATION IN 
THE EDUCATIONAL DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 
NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT 1979 
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Drin^ J^e.-KUrSOSe °f these questions is to obtain from each 
educatinLf^ degree that Parents have been involved in the 
educational decision-making process of his school. 
1. Do you have a School Advisory Council at your school’ 
Yes no 
2. Did you initiate the establishment of the School 
Advisory Council? Yes No 
3. Do you feel that parents should be involved in the 
educational decision-making process of the school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
4. Do you feel that parents should have equal voice in 
the educational activities at your school? 
Yes No 
5. Do you determine the extent of parent involvement in 
educational activities at your school? 
Yes _ No 
6. Do you include parents in the assessment of the stu¬ 
dents' educational needs at your school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
7. Do you include parents in evaluating goals and prior¬ 
ities of your school? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
8. Did parents participate in selecting you as princi¬ 
pal? 
Yes No 
9. Do parents participate in selecting teachers at your 
school? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
10. Do parents help review and approve school programs at 
your school? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
11. Do parents help evaluate curricula at your school? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
12. Do you include parents in evaluating extracurricular 
activities? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
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13. Do you feel that workshops, in-service meetings and 
orientation sessions can be helpful to parents in 
better understanding educational policies? 
Yes _ No _ 
14. Have parents supported efforts of the school to im¬ 
prove the quality of education at your school? 
Yes _ No 
15. Do you advocate and advise parents and community 
citizens to participate in the educational affairs of 
your school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
16. Do you encourage parents to participate in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process of your school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
17. Do you feel that parents can add to the quality of 
education at your school? 
Yes _ No 
18. Do you feel that parent participation in educational 
decision-making in public schools is the right thing 
to do? 
Yes _ No _ 
19. Is there community apathy in your school? 
Yes _ No _ 
20. Do you encourage and advise parents to visit the 
school to observe the educational process at your 
school? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
21. Has parent participation in your school improved 
community-school relationships? 
Yes _ No _ 
22. Do you feel that parents should be a) intensely, b) 
moderately, or c) not involved at all in the educa¬ 
tional process of your school? 
a _ b _ c _ 
23. Name three (3) important educational contributions 
that parents have made at your school in the past 
year - 1978-79. 
1. ______ 
2. 
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3. 
24. Do you feel that school-community collaboration is 
an essential ingredient in improving the quality of 
education in urban public-middle schools? 
Yes _ No 
25. Do you include parents in evaluating the staff mem¬ 
bers at your school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
26. Do you include parents in the budgetary decisions at 
your school? 
Always _ Sometimes  Never 
27. Do you consult with and include parents and/or stu¬ 
dents in setting student discipline guidelines at 
your school? 
Always _ Sometimes  Never 
28. There is an important need for educators to involve 
parents and community citizens in the planning and 
decision-making of educational policymaking in 
schools. 
Agree _ Strongly Agree _ Disagree _ 
29. People that are affected by decisions of institutions 
and government agencies should have a voice in deter¬ 
mining those decisions. 
Agree _ Strongly Agree _ Disagree _ 
Strongly Disagree _ 
APPENDIX B. 
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- *. questionnaire was designed to obtain the 
of teachers about the extent of parent participation 
the educational process at their school. 
opinion 
in 
1. Who formulates the rules and regulations at vour 
school? 1 
The parents _ The teachers and parents 
The principal _ The teachers, parents and- 
principal _ The parents and principal 
The parents, students, teachers and administra- 
tion _ 
2. Do you feel that parents should be involved in the 
educational decision-making process of your school? 
Yes _ No 
3. Do you support parent participation in your school? 
Yes _ No 
4. Do you feel that many parents no longer are involved 
in school affairs because their suggestions were not 
enforced? 
Yes _ No 
5. Do you feel that many parents no longer are involved 
in the educational affairs of the school because the 
time of the meetings was inconvenient for them to 
attend? 
Yes _ No _ 
6. Do you feel that many parents no longer participate 
in the affairs of the school because the school de¬ 
manded too much of their time? 
Yes _ No _ 
7. Do you feel that many parents no longer are involved 
in the educational affairs of the school because they 
felt uncomfortable at meetings? 
Yes _ No _ 
8. Do you feel that parents are hesitant to participate 
in the affairs of the school because of a majority of 
educators in the organization? 
Yes _ No _ 
9. Do you feel that parent participation is a privilege 
or a right? 
Privilege _ Right _ 
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10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
Do you feel that parents have helped to improve the 
quality of education at your school7 
Yes _ No _ 
Do you feel that parents are or could be a valuable 
community resource for your school, teachers aide, 
room mother, cafeteria mother, etc.? 
Is there parent and community apathy at your school? 
Yes _ No _ Sometimes 
Do you invite parents into your classroom to observe 
your class? 
Always Sometimes Never 
Do you have to get permission from your principal to 
invite parents into your classroom? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
Do you feel that parents should be involved in assess¬ 
ing student educational needs? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
Do you feel that parents should be involved in assist- 
in the staff in identifying priorities and goals of 
your school? 
Yes No 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
Do you feel that parents should be involved in assist¬ 
ing the staff in identifying priorities and goals of 
your school? 
Yes _ No _ 
Do you feel that parents should be involved in review¬ 
ing and approving extracurricular school programs 
at your school? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
Do you feel that parents should be involved in review¬ 
ing and approving the school curriculum? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
Do you feel that parents should be involved in evalu¬ 
ating student discipline? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
Do you feel that parents should be involved in im¬ 
proving community support for your school? 
Always _ Sometimes _ Never _ 
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22. Do you feel that parents should 
assistance of the evaluation of 
be included in the 
the staff at your 
school? 
Always Sometimes Never 
23. Do you feel that parents should participate in the 
selection of teachers and other staff at your school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
24. Do you feel that parents should be included in the 
assistance of evaluating the principal at your school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
25. Do you feel that parents should be included in the 
assistance of selecting the principal at your school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
26. Do you feel that parents should be a) intensely, 
b) moderately, or c) not involved at all in the ed¬ 
ucational decision-making process of your school? 
a _ b _ c 
27. There is an important need for educators to involve 
parents and community citizens in the planning and 
decision-making of educational policymaking in 
schools. 
Agree _ Strongly Agree _ Disagree _ 
Strongly Disagree _ 
People who are affected by decisions of institutions 
and government agencies should have a voice in making 
those decisions. 
Agree _ Strongly Agree _ Disagree _ 
Strongly Disagree _ 
28. 
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mation 
tional 
Please 
survey 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain infor- 
from parents about their participation in the educa- 
process at the school their child or children attend 
wilinh^rihe^that thS information gathered from this 
will be held in strict confidence. 
1. Do you presently belong to any organization within 
the school that includes parent participation in the 
educational decision-making process? 
Yes No 
2* belong?h °f ^ following Parent organizations do you 
1. School—Community Council 2. P.T.A 
3* P• T.0. _ 4. P.A.C. 5. Other — 
3. Are you presently not involved in school affairs 
becuase your suggestions were not implemented? 
Yes No 
4. Are you no longer involved in the educational affairs 
of the school because the time of the meetings were 
inconvenient for you? 
Yes No 
5. Are you no longer involved in school affairs because 
the participation in school affairs demanded too much 
of your time? 
Yes _ No _ 
6. Are you no longer involved in the educational affairs 
of the school because you felt uncomfortable at meet¬ 
ings? 
Yes _ No _ 
7. Are you hesitant to participate in the affairs of the 
school because there is a majority of educators in 
the organization? 
Yes _ No _ 
8. If there are other reasons for your not being involved 
in the educational decision-making of the school, 
please indicate those reasons. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
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9. Do you visit the school? 
Often _ Seldom Never 
10. Do you feel that the school is providing quality 
education for all of the children? 
Yes _ No 
11. Have you supported the efforts of the school to pro¬ 
vide quality education? 
Yes _ No _ 
12. Do you support parent participation in the educa¬ 
tional decision-making process of the school? 
Yes _ No 
13. Do you feel that parents can be helpful to the school 
by supporting and participating in the educational 
decision-making affairs of the school? 
Yes _ No 
14. Do you feel that parent participation in school is 
a privilege or a right? 
Privilege _ Right _ 
15. Do you feel that parents should be a) intensely, 
b) moderately, or c) not involved at all in the 
educational decision-making process of the school? 
a) _ b) _ c) _ 
16. Have you served on any committee that made recommen¬ 
dations to the principal about educational school 
activities? 
Yes _ No _ 
17. Have you been involved in suggesting curriculum 
changes at school? 
Yes _ No _ 
18. Have you been involved in assisting the principal 
in budgetary decisions of the school? 
Yes No _ 
19. Have you been involved in advising school staff on 
community conditions, aspirations, priorities and 
goals of the school? 
Yes _ No _ 
20. Have you been involved with suggesting to the 
principal alternative ways to deal with problems 
like school dropout rate, absenteeism, tardiness, 
vandalism, student discipline, etc.? 
Always Sometimes _ Never - 
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21. Have you assisted in faculty selection at school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
22. Have you assisted in faculty evaluation at school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
23. Have you assisted the principal in developing compre¬ 
hensive educational plans for the future of the 
school? 
Always _ Sometimes Never 
24. Have you participated in the preparation of an Annual 
School Progress Report? Yes _ No 
25. Do you feel that workshops, in-service sessions and 
seminars will be helpful to parents, teachers, admin¬ 
istrations, community citizens and sutdents in better 
understanding the need to communicate and work to¬ 
gether to improve the conditions of school and com¬ 
munity? Strongly Agree _ Agree _ 
Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ 
26. There is an important need for educators to involve 
parents and community citizens in the planning and 
decision-making of educational policy making in 
schools. Agree _ Strongly Agree _ 
Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ 
27. People who are affected by decisions of institutions 
and government agencies should have a voice in making 
those decisions. Agree _ Strongly Agree _ 
Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ 
28. Do you feel that school and community should work 
together for better education? Yes _ No _ 
29. Names three important achievements that the school and 
community have made in the past school year, 1978-79. 
1.___ 
2. _  
3. 
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Sec. 174 General duties, powers of board; appointment 
of superintendent, power to discharge employees. 
The board of education shall have the entire 
harge, control and management of all the public 
schools in the city, and of the expenditure of 
all moneys appropriated for the support and main¬ 
tenance of the same unless otherwise provided 
herein, and shall have charge and control of the 
construction, repair and maintenance of all school 
itldi?gS' pounds and equipment, and shall possess 
aiu°th?r powers and be subject to all other duties 
or boards of education, school committees, and 
school visitors in this state, so far as the same 
are consistent with the provisions of this charter. 
The board of education shall appoint a superinten¬ 
dent of schools. The appointments made by the 
superintendent of schools with the approval of 
the board of education shall have the power to 
discharge any employees for cause after due notice 
and hearing by the board of education. Subject to 
the provisions of this charter and the rules and 
regulations thereunder, the board may establish 
such positions, the conditions and terms of em¬ 
ployment and salaries as it deems necessary for the 
proper functioning of the department. The board 
shall annually choose a president and vice presi¬ 
dent from among its own members, make its own 
by-laws, keep a journal of its proceedings of which 
a suitable number shall be printed for public dis¬ 
tribution, define the duties of its officers and 
committees, and prescribe such rules and regula¬ 
tions for the proper operation of the public schools 
of the city as are not inconsistent with the laws 
of the state. Annually, on or before the fifteenth 
day of January, the board shall prepare and submit 
to the Mayor a report of the department of education 
for the preceding fiscal year of which a reasonable 
number shall be printed for public distribution. 

